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Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. 


Bank of South Australia (Lim.), Re .., 264 
Barnett v. Hickmott and the Town 





Birley, Re. Clarke v. Crouzet. 
Charles Reynolds & Co. (Lim.) 
Dowson, Taylor, & Co. v. Drosophor & 
Gis SROMGD  wilocsstensassinccichncgeareniocson 262 
Gwilliam (Respondent) v. Twist 


Self (Respondent) v. The Hove Com- 
missioners (Appellants) 











CURRENT TOPICS. 
Ir 1s ANNOUNCED that the Oourt of the Railway and Canal 
Commission will sit on Thursday, the 2\st inst., and following 
days, to hear certain actions under their special jurisdiction. 





Mr. Justice Norru has had occasion several times recently, 
during the hearing of motions, to animadvert on the neglect to 
deliver copies of the notices of motion for the use of the judge, 
and has at length been compelled to declare that in future he 
will refuse to hear any motion unless he is furnished with a 
copy of the notice of motion. 





On Four pAys last week and four days this week Lord 
Hatssury has been assisting in Court of Appeal No. 2 in the 
hearing of Chancery final appeals. There are at present eno 
of these ap ready for hearing to occupy the court 
another week at least, and by the time these are disposed of 
several more will be ready. 





An orper of transfer Re . — nations Mr. — 
Romer for the purpose only of trial or hearing is in course 
reparation. Thirty-five of. these will be taken from the list of 
Mr. Justice Currry, thirty-five from that of Mr. Justice Norrn, 
The lists from — 
Room 136 


to 
is 


and thirty from that of Mr. Justice Srietinc. 
which these actions will be selected are exhibited 


e 
in 
in the Royal Courts of Justice, so as to enable solicitors inter- 


ested to lodge, as to any particular case, objections to the 
transfer thereof. This must be done on or before Tuesday, the 
19th inst. 





Mr. Justice avon my been occupied ean Sag least six 
days with the ing of a patent case in extremely 
secnaieal questions with eleieans to the me ypponee cag pr 
The evidence, which was very compli consisted of 
given by four or five experts on either si 
se be commidened dieslousd. 9 Supe saaben 2 Seruee cote 
recently known to science. ing this, the 
judge on Thursday, immediately on the 
delivered an elaborate and exhaustive judgment, which probably 
could not have been more accurately or clearly expressed if he 
had taken a week to consider it, 





THE ARGUMENTS py mong Q.0., prlinnscin Whe ypinges 
sion of the right of a ve (says @ as 
sumnided leat wedh, aasoueel the judges of the Court of 
hn any real necessity to facilitate appeals. As your 
ers may remember, by section 1 of the Su 
Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, no appeal 
certain orders without the leave of the j 
order, or of the Court of 
an application to the Court Appeal 
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who_heard the case in the first instance to give leave to appeal- 

an application lore the Court of Appeal 
hips usually treat the leave to appeal as_heing. a 
ter entirely within the discretion of the learned judge 
below, and in the vast majority of cases since the passing of the 
Act the Court of Appeal has refused leave to appeal where the 
judge of first instance has refused it. 















WE rEGEET to observe that on Tuesday the Lord Chancellor 
introduced the sixth edition of the Land Transfer Bill. We 
have not yet been able to obtain a copy of the Bill, but we 
imagine it will be a mere reissue of last year’s annual ; and we 
fear also that, while the Government are ready enough to 
grant an inquiry, by Roya! Commission or otherwise, on most 
subjects, such an investigation will be sternly refused upon a 

uestion on which the present Solicitor-General intimated in 
digtenber last that careful inquiry ought to be made. If it is 
denied, the only conclusion which can be formed will be that the 
promoters of the measure are afraid that its result would be to 
shew that the disadvantages of compulsory registration greatly 
outweigh its advantages. Is it worthy of: Lord Herscue. to 
refuse such an inquiry when demanded by the body of men 
most familiar with the subject and whose interests (secured by 
Act of Parliament) will be most materially affected by the pass- 
ing of the measure? The truth is, we imagine, that the pro- 
moters of the Bill rely mainly for the passing of a measure for 
which there is no popular demand on the weariness of solicitors 
in opposing these successive attempts at legislation. As we 
have said before, we think they will find themselves mistaken. 
We believe that solicitors are resolute in their determination to 
resist the passing, without full preliminary inquiry, of a com- 
pulsory measure which they believe will be injurious to the 
interests of landowners, and will transfer their business to a 
Goverament office without any compensating advantage. Let 
every solicitor bear in mind Lord Hzrscue.1’s remark last year, 
that “there could be no doubt that when land had been a few 

ears on the register it would not be necessary for anyone to 

k beyond the register,” and judge for himself what the effect 
of the measure will be. 


Tue rEPoRT of the committee of the Incorporated Leeds Law 
Society, which we print elsewhere, after discussing the proposals 
of last year’s Land Transfer Bill as to security by equitable 
deposit, shrewdly remarks that ‘‘if the system of land registra- 
tion and transfer which has already been in operation for nine- 
teen years, and with so little effect that its very existence 
appears to be unknown to many public speakers and writers on 
the subject, should be galvanized into life by being made com- 
pelesry, the public will soon discover that, in many other ways 

esides the one just mentioned, there is a good deal of difference 
between the andl of official procedure and the promises held 
out to them of increased simplicity and cheapness in land 
transfer.” Here, again, is a further reason for inquiry before 
legislation. What is wanted, before the public can be afforded 
any satisfactory evidence in support of the expectations held out 
by the Land Registry officials, in the press and otherwise, is a 
full inquiry into the probable working of compulsory registra- 
tion of title as well as into the specific proposals of the Bill. We 
need hardly say that the opposition of the Incorporated Law 
Society to the Land Transfer Bill has, during the last two years, 
taken the form of asking for such an inquiry ; and as the president 
pointed out in his address at the Bristol meeting, the demand can- 
not be considered an unreasonable request, seeing that in 1878-9 
a Committee of the House of Commons reported unanimously 
against compulsory registration, and that the alterations made 
in the Land Registry rules and regulations since that time still 
fail to induce the public voluntarily to make use of the registry. 
It be remembered that the president in the same address 

A _" if the Government onl not concede such an inquiry, 
is 


opinion ‘it might be worth while for our society to 

need rn the matter ourselves, and to draft a scheme which 
*@hould give purchasers of land the greatest amount of security 
with the least cost of time and money, whilst leaving to owners 
the power they all desire, to ake any disposition they can now 





make of the land or the value of it” W 
information as to the course the council are likely to take upoy 


are, as yet, without 
this matter. 





Tue pEATH of Mr. Henry Ray Fnresuriexp, although he 
retired from practice so long ago as 1878, calls for notice in 
these columns. He was, as everyone knows, for close upon forty 
years a member of the firm of solicitors which, although the 
style has changed from time to time, has usually included 
a Fresuriecp, and has since about 1770 been officially con- 
nected with the Bank of England. He spent his articles in 
the office of the firm; was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and 
shortly afterwards joined the firm, and was subsequently ap- 
pointed with Mr. O. K. Fresurreip joint solicitor to the Bank 
of England. Soon after his appointment the Bank Charter 
Act, 1844, came under discussion, involving anxious and 
responsible duties for so young a member of the profession. But 
on this, as on every subsequent emergency, Mr. Fresurrecp 
shewed himself equal to the occasion. His judgment was as 
sound as his acuteness was admirable. It is, of course, im- 
possible to go into any detail as to the —— matters of a 
civil nature which were dealt with by the during his long 
period of practice ; and some of the great criminal proceedings 
which they conducted have already been detailed in the Zimes, 
It is sufficient to say here that the high reputation of the firm 
was more than maintained during Mr. Fresuriziy’s member- 
ship. We should add, however, that he afforded one of the 
many instances of busy sence men who can find time to 
attend to matters of public concern. During his residence at 
Hampstead he took an active part in the movement which 
resulted in the og of Hampstead Heath, and all 
through his life he had a keen interest in the question of 
commons and open s . After his retirement he co-operated 
in the proceedings for placing Ashdown Forest in the hands 
of conservators. He was a magistrate for Sussex, and in 1885 
was high sheriff of the county. 





WE REFERRED last week to Mr. Justice Kexewicn’s recent 
observations on the manner in which originating summonses for 
obtaining the opinion of the court under R. 8. ©., ord. 55, are 
sometimes prepared. The matter is not merely one of incon- 
venience to the judge ; it is also one causing inconvenience and 
loss both to solicitors and their clients. These summonses, as 
we said last week, are in some cases as important as the trial of 
an action, and often occupy as much time, yet there has grown 
up in some quarters, we hardly know how, a notion that very 
little care or precision is necessary in framing them. From what 
we hear, we imagine it is sometimes considered sufficient to ask 
the learned judge to decide who are the parties entitled under the 
will of Joun Jonzs, which is a matter for inquiry, not for the 
decision of the judge. In other cases the question to be decided 
is wrongly stated or is so stated as to afford little assistance to 
the court in ascertaining the real question. We do not by any 
means intend to say that this laxity is universal; many sum- 
monses are excellently well framed, but it is, we believe, suffi- 
ciently general to constitute a rather serious evil. The result of 
a summons which fails to state with precision the real ag or 
points for the decision of the court is inevitable delay and 
expense—adjournments for amendment and further evidence. 
The odd thing is that solicitors, however competent they may 
be to prepare these summonses, should, considering the press of 
their daily 
We believe we are correct in saying that the taxing masters will 


allowed. Under circumstances the natural and proper 
Sourse would appear to be to throw the responsibility of the 
preparation of an originating summons on the counsel who has 
almost invariably advised on the matter, and who, for that 
reason, has before his mind the exact question for decision. 
We would strongly urge on our readers the importance of 
either adopting this course, or, at all events, of taking great 
care that the summons accurately states the question on which 





the opinion of the court is desired. 


work, think it desirable to take this responsibility. / 


allow counsel’s fees as between party and party on originatin 
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REVISING BARRISTERS and registration agents will be glad to 
have their attention called to some observations of the Lord Chief 
Justice in the case of Barnett v. Hickmott, the “ Police Constables’ 
Cubicle Case,” elsewhere. The actual decision in that 
case, as the Lord Chief Justice expressly states, is of no general 
application. But the important part of the judgment, in point of 
applicability, lieth in the tail thereof. The Lord Chief Justice, 
towards the close of his judgment, intimated that, notwith- 
standing the observations of the late Lord Corzrmag, O.J., in 
Stribling v. Halse (1885, 16 Q. B. D., at p. 250), he (Lord 
RussEtt) shared in the doubt expressed by the present Master 
of the Rolls in Bradley v. Baylis (1881, 8 Q. B. D., at p. 233) 
whether a person could be said to separately occupy a bedroom 
-house when he dwelt y in the m and 

in ms, especially when the other rooms for 
recreation, meals, and other purposes were shared in common; 
and Lord Russert added that this doubt was not, in his 
inion, removed by section 5 of 41 & 42 Vict. c. 26. This last 
observation has special reference, doubtless, to that of 
section 5 which enacts that “where an occupier is entitled to 
the sole and exclusive use of any part of a house, that part 
shall not be deemed to be occupied otherwise than separately by 
reason only that the occupier is entitled to the joint use of some 
other part.” These remarks of the Lord Chief Justice may 
samnibky some day lead to the case of Stribling v. Halse being 
reversed by a Court of Appeal; and registration agents may on 
some future occasion deem it desirable to have a case stated in 
order to have the doubt indicated by the Lord Chief Justice 
adjudicated upon by a Court of Appeal. But in the meanwhile 
revising barristers seem to be bound by Stribling v. Halse to 
hold that the fact of a man occupying in his employer’s house 
a separate bedroom for sleeping purposes only, and using 
another room in the same house in common with other 
employés for the purposes of recreation and meals, does not 
ude him from asserting that he separately occupies the 
m as a dwelling-howse. It is also worthy of observation 
that the statement attributed to Lord Cotxrmmesr in the report of 
Stribling v. Halse in the Law Reports (16 Q. B. D., at p. 250) as 
to the doubt expressed in Bradley v. Baylis by Lord Esuzr, 
M.R., having been removed by a decision of the Court of 
Appeal, is not to be found in the reports of Stribling v. Halse 
in either the Law Journal or the Law Times (55 L. J. Q. B. 15, 
54 L. T. N. 8. 268). The two last-named reports represent 
a CoLzrmeGz as basing his decision in Stribling v. Halse 
solely upon the ground of what was the proper interpretation 
to be put on rh cate of section 3 of the Be sulle 2 of the 
People Act, 1884 (48 Vict. c. 3), and of thei ons contained 
in Form (A), Part 2, of the 2nd schedule to the een 2 
1885 (48 Vict. c. 15), both of which were subsequent in to 
ecase of Bradley v. Baylis. Although Lord Russzx in the 
present case (Barnett v. Hickmott) does not in express terms say 
that section 3 of the Act of 1884, coupled with the instructions 
contained in Form (A), Schedule III., of the Registration Order, 
1889, do not remove the doubt above referred to, yet he certainly 
leaves it to be implied that his opinion is that they do not remove 
that doubt. Truly, as the present Master of the Rolls has said, 
nothing can be more difficult, and nothing more involved, 
than these statutes relating to registration, and the difficulty 
arises from the fact of Parliament insisting upon saying that 
things are to be deemed to be that which, in fact, they are not, 


Tue rerort of the Home Office Committee appointed to 
inquire into the precautions to be taken in the case of riots or 
apprehended riots, and into the several and relative responsi- 
bilities of the civil and military authorities in cases of riot, is an 
exceedingly important practical step towards defining the duties 
of magistrates in this matter. No objection can be taken to the 
preliminary principle laid down by the committee, that ‘‘ the 
calling out of the military to aid in the suppression of rioting 
should never be resorted to except as a last expedient when 
there is serious ground for believing that the resources of the 
civil power will be insufficient, and on this account every pos- 
sible arrangement should be made beforehand to enable the 
civic authorities to cope with rioters by means of constabulary 
alone. For the first duty of responsible local authorities where 


there is danger of serious disorder is to prevent it out ; 
the second is, if such disorder arises, to suppress it promptly and 
effectually, with the exercise of no more actual force than is neces- 
sary,” nor to the steps recommended for obtaining the assistance 
of troops. But we are more doubtful as to the effect of the state- 
ments as to the course of events after the troops have arrived. 
The committee say: “It must be clearly erstood that, to 
justify the exercise of military force in the prevention of seridus 














od after it has Deen . The time when 

the proclamation was read should be carefully noted by the 

. If the magistrate comes to the conclusion that the 
police are unable to cope with the riot, and that the necessity of 
the case demands the interference of the military by action, 
then, whether the Riot Act has been read or not, it will be his 
duty at once to request the officer ing the troops to 
take action. This request should be made distinctly, and if 
possible in writing, although if given by word of mouth it will be 
sufficient. When so requested to take action, it will be the duty 
of the officer to take such military steps as, in his opinion, the 
situation demands, and in doing so he will have absolute discre- 
tion as to the action to be taken, and as to the arms, including 
firearms, which the shall use, and as to the orders he 
shall give, including the order to fire. But it must be ape 
understood that the magistrate and whee iw? will each be responsib 
respectively for anything done or by them which ts not justified 
by the circumstances of the case, If the officer thinks it unneces- 
sary to take immediate action, it is not wt, sayy Pee him to 
do so, nor is he to continue any longer than he thi it abso- 
lutely n .” The words we have placed in italics are no 
doubt good law, but the effect of this warning, always 
before both magistrates and officers, will probably be to pre- 
vent them from a when they ought to act. We doubt 
whether the framers of this report have sufficiently taken into 
account the fact that English — and military officers 
are not bloodthirsty persons. ey are always earnestl 
desirous of avoiding recourse to extreme measures, and n 
no lecture on that subject. The real danger to be apprehended 
is vacillation and undue forbearance in presence of a threaten- 
ing mob. The report omits to warn the magistrates and officers 
of the possible results of this. 





ACOORDING TO @ ph which ap in some of the 
evening papers this week, a learned j has had the moral 
courage to reverse one of his own decisions. He is stated to 
have tried an pp nse issue and given judgment for the 
defendants ; but a day or two afterwards he.took occasion to say 
that at the time he gave the decision he was ill and unfit to be on 
the bench, and, in consequence, did not appreciate a point in the 

laintiffs’ case; and he added that he must now enter judgment 
or the plaintiffs with costs. We have been unable to ascertain 
whether the facts are accurately reported, but if they are, we 
think that the proceeding redounds greatly to the honour of the 
learned judge, whose punctilious conscientiousness in the per- 
formance of his duty is known to every member of the profes- 


proceeding oug i 

stigmatized, as it has been, — .” It may be unusual 
for a learned judge so frankly 
circumstances in open court ; but can 
judges are but men—liable to indisposi not sufficiently 
serious to keep them off the interfering 
with the faculty of keen attention, and liable also to family 
worries and cares—doubt that there must, in the nature of 
things, be occasional slips in their decisions, and that after the 
judge has left the bench he must have og ser om 

of an hour in thinking over some decision. Nor is 
gether confined to slips owing to the causes we have 
At a certain period there was a very careful and conscientious 
over and snofited hls desidenp Given Sa nie Ma a8 
over and modi i i i party 
who ouccsededl in. cout ouete aaninann 








it was, on the whole, better to lose in court and win on further 
consideration. That is, of course, an utter exaggeration, but it 
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would be interesting to know how often the mysterious inner 
warning of a blunder occurs to even the ablest, most careful, 
and experienced judge, and what is the practice adopted to 
remedy such occurrences. 


Tue case or Abbott & Co. v. Wolsey (reported, ante, p. 
248), in which a divisional court (Wits ak Wricut, JJ.) 
reversed the decision of the judge of the Wandsworth 
County Court, and gave leave for an appeal to the Court 
of Appeal, shews that the old difficulty as to the nature 
of an “acceptance” of goods over £10 in value, which 
will dispense with the necessity for a written contract, has been 
by no means removed by the Sale of Goods Act, 1393. 
Previously to that Act ic was well settled that an acceptance, 
within section 17 of the Statute of Frauds, was by no means the 
same thing as a final acceptance of the goods. Thus a pur- 
Giksee might beikeld to accept the goods so as to let in evidence 
of a parol contract—as, for instance, by a definite exercise of 
ownership over them by reselling them—although he might 
psenaane 4 be justified in rejecting them as not being in accord- 
ance with sample (Morton v. Tibbett, 15 Q. B. 428). In Page v. 
Morgan (33 W. R. 793, 15 Q. £-D. 228) Bowen, L.J., suggested 
that the acceptance contemplated by the statute was such a 
dealing with the goods as amounts to a recognition of the 
contract, and this definition has now been expressly incor- 
porated in section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, corresponding to 
section 17 of the Statute of Frauds. ‘‘ There is an acceptance,” 
so runs sub-section (3), “ within the meaning of this section, 
when the buyer does any act in relation to the goods which 
|{ Zegogmizes a pre-existing contract of sale, whether there be an 
acceptance in performance of the contract or not.’’ What, then, 
is the effect of this definition in a case like Abbott § Co. v. 
Wolsey, where the buyer inspects the goods, and then rejects 
them because they are not equal to sample? The county court 
judge thought this was an act in relation to the goods recogniz- 
ing a pre-existing contract of sale, and he held that the contract 
could be enforced. The Divisional Court took the opposite view. 
If it is necessary to refer to decisions before the Act of 1893, 
Page v. Morgan (supra) seems to favour the former view, Zaylor 
+ Smith . R. 487; 1892, 2 Q. B. 62) the latter. Te would 
be rdous to predict which view-will ultimately prevail, but 
it_may be observed that the act of taking a sample of goods 
does not necessarily imply a pre-existing contract. 1tis8 quite 
possible that there may ioe ty ary an otter of the goods 
on the part of the seller, but no acceptance of the offer on the 
part of the alleged buyer. 
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AMONG THE instruments which, by section 4 of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1878, are excluded from the statutory definition of 
bills of sale are “ assignments for the benefit of the creditors of 
the person making or giving the same.” In Hadley & Son v. 
Beedtom (ante, p. 219) a divisional court (LAwrance and Kennepy, 
JJ.) have decided that an_assignment is none the less for the 
benefit of creditors—that is, of all the creditors—because it con- 
téing a proviso for excluding creditors who, after notice, décline 
to assent toit. in tha & of creditors was held at 

ich it was resolved to accept a dividend of 7s. 6d. in the 
pound, and a deed of assignment was prepared whereby the 
debtor assigned his property to trustees in trust to pay the 
dividend, the surplus (if any) to be paid to the debtor. The 
deed contained provisions under which creditors who, having 
had actual notice of the deed, did not assent within a specified 
time were to be excluded from all benefit. The plaintiffs, who 
were judgment creditors, refused 0 assent, and proceeded to 
enforce their judgment by execution. The question thereupon 
arose whether the deed was a bill of sale, and consequently 
void for want of registration under the Bills of Sale Acts. In 
the Irish case of Ashford v. Tuite (7 Ir. C. L. R. 91) it was held 
that a similar deed was tor the benefit of the creditors, inasmuch 
as only those were excluded who chose not to take advantage 
of it; and a like decision has now been given in Hadley & 
Sen vy. Beedom. 
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It is s‘ated that Lord Justice Kay has completely recovered from his 
recent illness, and wiil shortly resume his seat in the Court of Appeal. 





TIME FOR DEFENCE UNDER ORDER 14. ¢ 
One of the most common forms of order made under order 14 : 
runs as follows :—‘“ Ordered that if the defendant pay into court ‘ 
within days the sum of £ he be at liberty to defend this } 
action, and in default thereof the plaintiff be at liberty to sign I 
judgment,” &c. Not a day passes without several orders being : 
made in this form. And yet itis not by any means a perfect form E 
for the purpose for which it is intended. On the contrary, as it C 
stands now in daily use it creates a difficulty which causes constant b 
friction, and when the fact is borne in mind that not merely Po 
hundreds, but possibly thousands, of these orders are made . 
every year, it isa very heavy charge to bring against the form fs 
of order that it is so worded that it does not work out smoothly n 
in practice. o 
We will give an illustration to shew wherein it fails in prac- I vi 
tice. Let us complete the order as it is commonly made. ‘It 
is ordered that if the defendant pay into court within ten he it 
days the sum of £ he be at liberty to defend the action,” &c. ae 
Let us further assume that the order is dated the Ist of January, of - 
and that on the 10th of January the defendant makes the 
required payment into court. Immediately on making that 
payment into court the defendant has obtained the right to ; Pe 
defend the action, and on the other hand the plaintiff has . bi b 
acquired the right to enter judgment in default of defence th 
immediately on the expiration of the time for defence if m0 b 
defence is delivered. But when does the time for defence : 
expire? We think we e able to shew that it is impos- . 
sible to answer this question with certainty. - 
Ord. 21, r. 8, is the rule in point: ‘‘ Where leave has been given lie 
to a defendant to defend under order 14 he shall deliver his de- ee = 
fence (if any) within such time as shall be limited by the order a 
giving him leave to defend, or if no time is thereby limited, 4 - 
then within eight days after the order.” Our order is dated 0 
th®Tst of January, and as the defendant has all day on the = 
10th of January to pay into court and thereby acquire the right ra 
to defend, it is quite clear that he is not limited to eight days * 
from the date of the order to deliver his defence. If he were so sh. 
limited the plaintiff would be able to enter judgment on the 9th 
of January, while the defendant would have all day on the 10th of ot 
January to establish his right to defend, which would be absurd. Bs 
But could the plaintiff enter judgment in default of defence on i 
the 11th of January, supposing the defendant to have paid the ei 
money into court on the 10th of January? The only time- — 
fixture in the order is the ten days to pay into court. There is ‘ins 
no time for defence fixed by the order, and the time fixed by the » of 
rules cannot possibly be made to apply. It would be a reason- the 
able construction to put upon the order that on the defendant jie 
paying into court on the 10th of January the order became for ee 
the first time operative as fixing the time for defence, and that, : 
therefore, the defendant had eight days from the 10th of on 
January within which to deliver his defence, and that on the | Pit 
ninth day the plaintiff might enter judgment in default. pa 
But we take leave to urge upon the notice of the masters that ae 
it is not right that judgments in default of defence should depend ad 
for their validity upon a more or less ingenious construction of ” 
a form of order which is decidedly vague. This form of order, 
moreover, has been altered since it was issued under statutory a 
authority in 1883. As it originally stood, it contained the words Ww. 
‘“‘ by delivering a defence within days after service of this sho 
order.” It was held in Eyertun v. Anderson (W. N., 1884, p. 95) a. 
that service was unnecessary, and the words fixing the time for .* 
defence as days after service ought to be omitted from the hel 
form. But though service is unnecessary there is no reason why se 
these orders should notin every case fix the time for defence, 
Power to do so is specifically given by ord. 21, r. 8, and inas- A 
much as the terms of the order create a position not contemplated litt 
by the rules fixing time for defence, the order creating that posi- (18. 
tion ought in every case to provide a time for defence reasonably tha 
applicable to the circumstances. war 
—— = on | 
= wiraiaieaie fail 
JUDGMENTS BY CONSENT. bro 
I. 
Tue experienced practitioner is fully aware that there is no oa 


of litigation which requires greater care than that which is 
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we propose to discuss judgments and orders made by consent, 
and we must begin by reminding our readers that, by virtue of 
section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, “‘no order made by the 
| Hig Court of Justice or any judge thereof by consent of 
part - . « shall “ SuUIEer To any appeal except by leave 
iF the count or judge making such order”; and, by five Ceaaly 
Courts AoE—T888, TIS, where the parties agree in writing 
before trial that the decision of the judge shall be final, no 
appeal lies. 








respec med to be consents, but 
/ only with those consents made in the course of a trial or with a 
view to avoid a trial before the court. 


An order by consent in an action has two main effects: first, 
it is sufficient ae of — contract between the parties, and, 
may be pleaded as 


, secondly, i 








2 ae eee eam caloppel so as to prevent the 
same cause Of action & litigated afresh. 


As to the first of these effects, we read in the Annual Practice, 

. 211, that ‘‘an order by consent in an action has the incidents 
of, and may be enforced as, a contract.” This is approximately, 
but not entirely, true. It would be more accurate to say that 
the order is not a contract, nor can it be enforced as a contract, 
but it is sufficient evidence of the contract on which it is based. 


is clear that it is not itself a contract, for the only means of 

ieee : is by execution; whereas if it were a contract 

ai action for specific performance oF for damages would 

lig—ATENOUBH,Howaver, the order is hot Teel « contract and 

ay fan only be enforced by execution, ys — - ae on 
a i ich it is based is a contract, and can be en c 


eading case on this poin miworth ¥. Bullen ;YB& 
0. 840), in the Court of King’s" Bench. Thé then plaintiff had 
in a former action given a cognovit that, in case he failed to pay 
to the defendant a certain sum on a certain day, judgment 
should be entered against him for a larger sum and execution 
should issue for the smaller. The present defendant had in the 
event signed judgment and sued out execution for the larger 
sum, and taken WEeNTWoRTH under a capias ad satisfaciendum. 
Baytzy, J., ordered him to be discharged from custody on 
iving a warrant of attorney, he ‘‘hereby undertaking not to 
ring any action for the imprisonment.” WerntTwortu took no 
advantage of this order, but subsequently brought the action 
and recovered damages. New trial was ordered on the ground 
of excessive damages, and Parks, J., held that an action for 
the breach of the original contract contained in the cognovit 
would have lain had not the order of Baytezy, J., been made, 
but he was of opinion that this order was founded upon a bind- 


ing agreement between the parties, adding: “An action will 
not the less lie upon that agreement, though ave also the 


a contract, because there is superadded the command of the 
judge. The case of an agreement to refer by order of a judge 
is a familiar instance, many actions being brought upon such 
agreements.” He came to the conclusion that the judge’s order 
was made upon the consent of the parties to the effect that 
Wentworts should be forthwith discharged from custody and 
should bring no action. This decision was followed by Porter 
i Cooper (1834, 1 Or. M. & R. 387), in which a consent given 






| 


in court, though followed by, and embodied in, an order, was 
held sufficient to support a subsequent promise to pay, on which 
action was brought. 

After this time there were two actions which occasioned some 
little difficulty. The first of these was Hookpayton v. Bussell 
(1854, 10 Exch. 24), in which an order was made by consent 
that, upon the defendant paying certain money, he should be 
discharged from custody, he undertaking to pay other moneys 
and costs and to bring no action, the plaintiff to be at liberty 
on default in payment to issue fi. fa. or ca. sa. The defendant 
failed to pay in pursuance of his undertaking, and the plaintiff 
brought the present action, declaring on the alleged contract 
contained in the judge’s order. The action was dismissed on 
the ground that the judge’s order was not a contract, and was 


concerned with admissions and ‘consents, a part where a slip! the dicta of PARKE, B, in the 
may cause grave results to a meritorious client. In this article| was Zhe Zhames Ironworks Co. v. The Patent Derrick Co. (1860, 


It is not intended here to deal with judgments upon admissions | Gilmore (1866, L. R. 1 ©. P. 570), in which a reference was 
| in the pleadings or in default of pleading, although in some Sanat by consent, and upon the order the parties subsequently 
op 7 such So seemed 








principal case. The other case 































8 W. R. 408, 1 J. & H. 93), before Woop, V.O., where an order 
was made, which was not, strictly ing, @ consent order, 
giving liberty to sign judgment for the price of a ship built by 
the plaintiffs to the order of the defendants, with stay of execu- 
tion on payment of half the price and a mo of the ship 
for the remaining half, so that the only remedy available was 
execution. The learned Vice-Chancellor distinguished between 
submitting to an order and agreeing to perform it. 

Both these cases came up for reconsideration in Lievesley v. 


indorsed a further consent that the arbitrator should determine 
what should be done by the parties, so as to prevent the oon- 
tinuance or repetition of the acts complained of. The Oourt of 
Common Pleas (Ertz, 0.J., Byzzs and Monracve Saurru, JJ.) 
held that an action could be brought for breach of the agrocment 
indorsed on er, MONTAGUE Smita, J., saying, think 
atl action Will ie oman agreement embodied in a judge’s order. 
Here the agreement is not found in the judge’s order, but is 
indorsed on it without any further sanction.” The court 
distinguished Hookpayton v. Bussell and The Thames Jronworks 
Co. v. The Patent Derrick Co. (ubi supra) on the ground that by 
the agreement in each case, “evidenced by the order,” a 
particular remedy was provided, and the cin (ls oma by 
t 


action was taken away. Wentworth v. Bullen supra) was oh 
approved. However true this distinction is, it was unn J 

as consideration of the above statement of the two cases plainly 

shews. 


Lastly, in Conolan v. Leyland (1884, 27 Oh. D. 632), the 
question being whether the property of a married woman was 
bound by a consent order made after the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, although it would not have been bound by 
the contract in respect of which the action was brought, Currry, 
J., followed Wentworth v. Bullen and Lievesley v. Gilmore in Ae 
saying that “it was clear that a contract may be embodied in = 
an_o er_of reference. for, a8 was sit in We ° en, 
the contract of the parties embodied in thé 06 er was 
not the less and subjec @ incidents of a contract, 
ecause there was su 6 command of the judge. 
~ It is only necessary, in g this of the article, to 
allude to Goring v. Laud (1887, 3 Times Rep. 455), for in that 
case Corron, 4. sal t, in his opinion, ‘a consent ordér 
stood on the same footing as a release,” his view being ap- 
parently based on the ground that, in order to upset a consent 
or release, it is necessary to shew new material facts which could 
not by reasonable diligence have been discovered before the 
order or release was made or executed. In some respects, no rf 





doubt, a consent order may operate as a release ; but the learned 
judge could not have intended to confine its operation, which 
had been clearly enough settled by other and previous decisions, 

spel or provont the sais Gusstioay betag Megated in a fresh 
estoppel to prevent the same questions being litigated in a fresh 
action. TS Consol ri y be 8 ficient in equity, 
which considers that as done which ought to be done; and also, 
even at law, it might constitute a matter of avoidance, or, since 
the Judicature Acts, be pleaded as an equitable plea. “But this 
is more academic than important. As an instance of estoppel 
we may refer to Serrao v. Noel (1885, 15 Q. B. D. 549). a 
former action to restrain dealing with certain shares, a consent 
order was made for delivery up, &c., and payment of costs. It 
was held in this subsequent action for damages for detinue that, 
as the plaintiff could have obtained them in the former. action, 
he was estopped from succeeding in the present litigation. Zhe 
South American and Mezxii o. (38 Soxsorrors’ Jounwat, 650 ; 
1895, 1 Ch. 37) is the most recent case, and in some respects 
avery important one. The company had — (conditionally 
as they alleged) to pay to the k of England for certain 
considerations the sum of £514,000 by instalments, te first 
two of which were of the amounts £100,000. T e first 
instalment was paid. An action was brought for the second 
instalment, and the company, who counter-claimed for repay- 


ment of the first instalment, agreed with the plaintiffs, whi'e 
the case was ing, to submit to judgment for the 
























only enforceable by attachment. A.prrson, B., disagreed with 


£100,000, to ‘ie £60,000 in full diecharge by @ certain date, 
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and in default that ‘the plaintiffs should be at liberty to 
iesue execution for the full amount of the judgment debt and 
to enforce the payment of the further instalments claimed by 
them under the plaintiffs’ agreement with the defendants, set 
out in the statement of claim,’”’ and the counter-claim was dis- 
missed with costs. 

In the subsequent winding up of the defendant company the 
Bank of England claimed to prove for the whole unpaid portions 
of the £514,000, which the official receiver and liquidator 
resisted, on the same grounds as were relied on in the previous 
action, alleging that the order made was the result of a com- 
promise admitting indebtedness as to the second instalment 
only, and did not affect the right to recover the remaining 
instalments, It was, however, held that the consent order was 
not based upon such a compromise, but on an admission 
of the whole agreement. Jenkins v. Robertson (infrd) was not 
mentioned in the judgments of the Oourt of Appeal, but in 
the court below Vavcnan Witt1AMs, J., distinguished it, on the 
ground that the claim there was on behalf of the public, who 
could not be bound by consent. It is submitted, however, that, 
though this may be good law, it was not the only ground of 
judgment. 

It was held in Goucher v. Clayton (1865, 11 Jur. N. 8. 107) (a 
case which does not seem to Tave found its way into text-books 
on the law of evidence) that_j in an action 


{judgment by consent in an acti 
(without pleadings) for the infringement of a patent by partners, 
Wid PrOMIpTly ook out a Licence to work the same patent, does 
NOt Bs~Op the Mom bers of the partnership, and particularly new 
meutbore trom denying the validity of the patent. Dut it is 
ubmi at this case is of doubtful authority. 


Of course a judgment on a confession only estops a second 

4 action founded on the same state of facts as that controverted, 
or that might have ; ‘ us, in 
Hall vy. Levy (1875, 23 W. R. 893, 10 CO. P. 154) it was held 
that an action for the whole debt founded on non-payment of 
the first instalment under a composition deed, and in which the 
plaintiff confessed the plea of payment, did not prevent him 
successfully maintaining another action based on non-payment 
of the second instalment, which occurred subsequently (see 


Newington vy. Levy, 1870, 19 W. R. 473, 6 O. P. 180), 





























CORRESPONDENCE. 
APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I cannot agree with the letter of ‘‘ Managing Clerk” which 
appeared in your issue of the 12th ult. It seems to me that a master 
is the judge’s deputy the same as the chief clerk, and both have juris- 
diction to make similar orders. 

Ord. 54, r. 21, directs : ‘‘ Such appeal shall be by way of indorsement 
on the summons by the master at the request of any party,” &c. I 
therefore contend the master has no power to refuse an application 
to indorse the summons ‘‘ The Plaintiff or defendant appeals,” which 

P they invariably do, leaving the appealing party to take out a | 
summons. 

Tam afraid I misled your correspondent by using the word “ refer,” 
which is not mentioned in the order. W. WIL. 

31, Lawrence-lane, Cheapside, E.C. 


Weare sorry the insertion of the above letter has been accidentally 
delayed.—En. 8S. J.] 





A SUGGESTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,--Will you allow me, through the medium of your columns, to 
offer a suggestion to the Incorporated Law Society, which is that the 
society should hold periodical examinations in all branches of law, 
for which any clerk (unarticled) should be eligible to sit, on payment 
of a small fee; and, if successful in any one subject, to be presented 
with a certificate. 

Many barristers’ clerks, on the retirement or death of their 
employer, having a thorough knowledge of conveyancing, would 
find it a matter of some difficulty in securing a clerkship in this 
department owing to their not having filled a similar position in 
a@ solicitor’s office. Pro Bono Pustiico, 












CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BAXTER v. FRANCE AND OTHERS—No. 1, 12th February. 


Practice—Tuip Party—Dreecrions as TO Tr1aL—InpEmnity ror Breacu 
or CovENANT—DitrricuLt QuEsTIon or INDEMNITY. 


from the judgment of Day, J., at chambers. In 1863 Baxter, 

the elder, let certain premises to France, the elder, as tenant from year to 
year ata rent. Baxter died intestate in 1878, leaving the plaintiff his 
heir-at-law. In 1891 France, the elder, died intestate, and his son, the 
defendant France, entered into occupation of the premises. On the 6th 
of February, 1893, the defendant France execu a@ conveyance of the 
premises ‘‘ as beneficial owner”’ to his co-defendants in fee simple, the 
defendant France alleging that his father since 1878 until his th in 
1891, and he himself since that date, had remained in undisturbed 
possession of the premises as absolute owners without paying rent for the 
same, and that he therefore claimed to be the owner in fee simple under 
the Real Property Limitations Acts. The co-defendants according] 
entered and erected a building on the land. The plaintiff brought ¢ 
action to recover possession of the land and mesne profits, alleging that 
rent had been paid up to 1888, and the co-defendants served a third- 
party notice upon the defendant France, under ord. 16, r. 55, claiming to 
be indemnified by France against any loss or damage or costs arising out 
of the claim against them, upon the ground that by the indenture of the 
6th of February, 1893, France conveyed the premises to them ‘‘ as bene- 
ficial owner”? and with the covenants to be implied therefrom under 
section 7 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. The co-defendants having 
taken out a summons for directions as to the mode of trying this question, 
Day, J. (to whom the master referred the matter), ref to make any 
order. The co-defendants appealed, and contended that, if the plaintiff’s 
claim was successful, there was a breach by the defendant France of the 
covenant contained in section 7, sub-section 1 (a4), of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, which entitled them to claim indemnity from him. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 


Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it wag a matter of discretion whether a 
learned j <—- at chambers would give a Ta _ pat cular case or 
not. In the first place, according e principle own in Schn 


Pp ’ 
V- Bait (30 W. R. 421, 8 Q. B. D. 701) if a judge refused to ¢ 




























tions he thereby dismissed the third ty, 
leaving hit Mm aS simple acrendant if he as already. n the next 
pl , BCCOIUlNp UO tite ase, the th d-party re only to be applied 
where all disputes between the plaintiff, the defendant, and the third 


party would be disposed of in the action. In the present case, if the 
plaintiff succeeded, the co-defendants would claim from the defendant 
France not only the price of the land and such like, but also compensa- 
tion for having incurred expense in erecting a building on the land. The 
latter was clearly not a claim for indemnity, but would give rise to an 
action for damages. Therefore, part of the dispute could not be tried in 
this action, and there must be a second action. The judge was, therefore, 
right in refusing to give directions. Further, in his opinion, the judge 
was right in refusing to give directions because he, sitting at chambers, 
ought not to have been asked to decide such a question as was raised here 
under section 7 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. The object of the third-party rule was to _ 
vent multiplicity of actions, and it was only intended to apply to a clear 
case of contribution or indemnity, where all the questions between the 
parties would be finally decided in the action. That was the principle of 
Schneider v. Batt. Here, assuming that there was a claim for indemnity 
it was only a partial claim to indemnity for the mesne profits, costs, an 
purchase-money. The claim to compensation for the expense of erecting 
the building on the land was not a question of indemnity. Therefore, 
even assuming that section 7, sub-section 1 (a), of the Conveyancing Ac 
1881, was construed as contended for, all disputes could not be settl 
under this third-party notice, and the judge was right in refusing to give 
directions. 

Riosy, L.J., said that this was not a plain case of indemnity, nor a case 
of indemnity which it was convenient and right should be tried once for 
all in the action. But this was a question of indemnity far more difficult 
and complicated than any other question in the action, based ss a 
hypothetical state of facts that might not be proved at the trial. Upon 
that ground alone, without expressing any opinion on section 7 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, or of the position of the parties upon an assumed 
state of facts, he agreed that the learned judge was right.—Covunsmt, 
Haldane, Q.C., and J. E. Bankes ; Channell, Q.C., and Spearman. Sotici- 
rors, Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder, for Salt § Sons, Shrewsbury ; 
Black §& Fisher, for Nutsey § Payne, Shrewsbury. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DOWSON, TAYLOR, & CO. v. DROSOPHOR & CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 
7th February. 


Practice—Lancaster Cuancery Covrt—Inrertocutrory Orper—Covurt 
or AprgaL—Leave To AprrgaL To—JuRispicrion—CHANceRY or Lane 
caster Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 23), 8. 4 (1)—Surneme Courr oF 
Jupicature (Procepure) Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vier. c, 16), 8. 1 (1). 
Appeal from an interlocutory order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County 

Palatine Court of Lancaster. ‘The plaintiffs commenced an action 

the defendants for infringement of patents, and, in their reply to the de- 





February 12. 








fence, set up a new case 





by asserting the invalidity of the defendants’ | 
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ents. Meanwhile the defendants had commenced an action against the 
intiffs for threats. The defendants asked the Vice-Chancellor to strike 
out that portion of the reply which raised the case of invalidity of the 
defendants’ patents, and meanwhile to stay the threats action brought by 
the defendants, pen the hearing of the plaintiffs’ patent action. The 
Vice-Chancellor ref to make any order, and refused leave to appeal. 
The defendants moved the Court of Appeal —) for leave > a. 
The question arose whether the Supreme Co udicature ( ure) 
Act, 1894, applied to the Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1890. Section 1 (1) 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, provides that 
no appeal shall lie “‘ (6) without the leave of the judge, or of the Court of 
Appeal, from any interlocutory order or interlocutory judgment made or 
given by a judge,’’ omoept in certain cases. Section 4 (1) of the 
of Lancaster Act, 1890, enacts as follows: ‘‘ Her Majesty’s Court of 
Appeal shall, as to all judgments and orders of the Lancaster Chancery 
Court, have and exercise the like appellate and original jurisdiction as the 
Court of Appeal now has and exercises, or may, under or by virtue of any 
Act of Parliament hereafter passed, and not expressly enacting to the con- 
trary hereof, have and exercise with respect to judgments and orders of 
the High Court, or any judge thereof,’’ 

Tus Covrr (Lord Haussury and Linpiey and A. L. Saurru, L.JJ.) were 
of opinion that the order of the Vice-Chancellor was an interlocutory 


codes, and that by irae or the two Kote Whey had Sariediccion Wo ebter- 
@ application. ey then proceeded to motion on its 
merits and tected to give leave to appeal, or to interfere in any way 
with the Vice-Chancellor’s order.—Counset, Moulton, Q.C., and Astbury. 

Souicrrors, Cooper § Sons, Manchester. 
! Reported by W. SHaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BIRLEY, CLARKE v. CROUZET—North, J., 7th February. 


Wiuii—Powrr—Psrpetviry. 


This was an originating summons taken out under the following circum- 
stances. Maria Birley made her will on the 6th of July, 1870, and by it 
left certain property to Harriet Elizabeth Olarke, with a —_ to appoint 
among her issue. Maria Birley died on the 7th of August, 1876. 
Harriet Elizabeth Olarke was, at the date of the will, a married woman 
with seven children, all of whom survived her. Her husband died in 1870. 
Mrs. Clarke made her will on the 18th of mage 2 1886, and by it, in 
execution of the power conferred upon her by Mrs. B jey’s will, appointed 
to such child or children as should be living at her death for life, with 
remainder to their issue. Mrs. Clarke died on the 31st of October, 1893. 
All her seven children survived. It was submitted that there was a 
perpetuity, as Mrs. Clarke might have had children after Mrs. Birley’s 
death. Hale v. Hale (3 Ch. D. 643) was cited. 

wer was given by 


Nortn, J.—The gift is clearly void. A special 
Mrs. Birley, WI" S Sen eaieeasamel ; Ularke’s will is many years after, 
and her gift is ‘‘ to such children as shall be living at my death,” a class 
that may be increased. We treat the limitatio rs. Birley’s 
will. The gift, then, is of her daughter living a 
@@ughter’s death for life, with remainder to theirissue. The gift, so far 
as it is in favour of issue, is void.—Counsg., Theobald; Cann; Sinclair 
Cox ; Willis; Geare. Soxscrrors, Cowdell § Son; Geare, Son, $ Pease, for 
A, J. Hall, Langport. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamtron, Barrister-st-Law.| 
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TREGO v. HUNT—Stirling, J., 8th February. 
Partnexsuirp—Goopwitt—Ruicut or A Partner to Inspect tHe Booxs— 





firm, but that he would not be at to represent that he was carrying 
on business in continuation of the carried on by the partnership 
case of 


(Churton v. Douglas, John. 174). His lordship held that 
v. il ‘ 


(32 Wr: 1006), and that, therefore, the ndant would, w he Spiess 
tion of the , be en to solicit the customers of tbe firm. 


On the question the defendant would be entitled to use for that 
urpose the list of customers above referred to, his lordship referred to the 
5 Ar ate of Lindley, L.J., in v. (1893, 1 Ch. 218, at p. 
226), and pointed out that for themselves as well as 
for their co-partners, do not come wi the rule there laid down. His 
lordship further held that it would be too narrow a view of a 
partner’s rights if he were to hold that the t of a partner to make 
copies and extracts from the must be confined to 
making copies or extracts for the of the partnership, and referred 
to as v. Ben (1801, 2 Ch. ) and Morrison y. Moat (9 Hare, 241), 
and poin out that preeent case partnership agreement 
contemplated that the defendant should have the ordinary rights of a 
partner as regards knowledge of the affairs of the partnership. It 
contained no e stipulation preventing the defendant from competing 
with the plaintiff Trego after the determination of the partnership or from 
soliciting customers of the firm or from making use of the information 
acquired by him during the p- His lordship furthor held that 
he could not imply any such stipulations, ——= he was sorry to 
confess that he had come to that conclusion with reluctance, and that he 
would have been most reluctant also to depart from what was laid down 
and decided in Labouchere v. Dawson, though he was not to be supposed to 
dissent from what was laid down in Pearson v. Pearson. Ue wished, 
however, that the Court of A: in that case had seen its way to 
the doctrine of Labouchere v. Dawson. His therefore held 
the motion must be refused.—Counsa,, Graham Hastings, Q.0., and 
0. Leigh Clare; Buckley, Q.C., and G@. Henderson. Soxtcrrons, 2. Miller, 
Wiggins, § Naylor ; H. J. Mannings. 
[Reported by W. Scorr Tuomrson, Barrister-at-Law.} 











Winding-up Cases. 
CHARLES REYNOLDS & 60. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 1ith 
February 


Company—Winpinc vp—Practice—Orricta, Recetver—Finst Mesrinos 
or Creprrors anp ConrTrirnvtorigs—OvutTsips Liqurpatron—ComPanriEs 
(Wrxpine-vp) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), s. 6. 


This was a summons under section 6 of the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, takén out by the and provisional liquidator 4 
the winding up of the above- ny, that the of the 

sults of the meetings of credi' tribute OUAIae 
and such appointments madé thereon as might be deemed ex ped 


Was ordered to be ound up on the Uth o Vecem ber, and 
the official receiver proceeded, under section 6 of the Com (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, to the first meetings of creditors and contributories to 
determine whether or not an 
ment of a liquidator in the place 
an application should be made for the a of a committee of 
inspection. The meetings were held on 18th of January, 1895. At 
the creditors’ meeting it was unanimously resolved that a certain person 
choukd be nemutustel os Bquiietes S She eiees a Sy Sone receiver, and 
that certain named should be 
tion. At the con should 
be a ted liquidator other than the official receiver, and that there 


The y the company 
numbered 852, and shareholders representing 831 shares voted in favour of 
















List or CusToMERS OF THE Firm 

, the resolution proposed at the meeting of contributories, and shareholders 
In this case the plaintiffs, Trego and Smith, were in partnership with p shares voted that resolution. sum- 

the defendant Hunt under articles of partnership which provided that the in cham! and he refused to ap 
a should continue for the term of seven years from the Ist of minee as OF grounds. He was, however, 
an , 1889, and that the goodwill of the business should belong to the to direct a new first meeting of creditors, if that could be done, to 
plaintiff Trego. The articles, also, amongst other usual clauses, provided | be called for the p' of appointing an outside liquidator. Section 6 
that proper books of account should be kept by the partners, roper | of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, provides that, when the court 
entries from time to time made therein of all and transactions in | has made an order oe ee en official receiver shall 
anywise relating to the partnership, and that the same should”be kept | summon separate of the creditors contributories of the com- 


at the counting-house for the time 


ing of the said partnership, and that for the purpose of (a) determining whether or not an application is 
“each of them the said partners shall have full access to pa books, to be made o the court tor egg th Aa nga sew the of the 
writings, and documents, and be at liberty to inspect the same, and take | official receiver ; and 0 or not an 

copies thereof or extracts therefrom at all reasonable times.” It having | be made to the court 

come to the knowledge of the plaintiffs that the defendant had recently been | act with the liquidator, and 
extracting from the partnership books a list of the names and addresses of | if ap 


the tment of a committee 


| 
E 
| 


ted. The court, the section goes on to provide, may make any 


the customers of the firm, the plaintiffs, on the 24th of December, 1894, tment and order required to give effect to such determination, 
Sioned the walt tn the aation, an envved Goon the defendant a notice of ms Tons oma ae Erp 


motion asking that the defendant might be restrained from 


or 
causing to be made any copy or extract of or from the Socks of ine in the 
such ir thereon as the court may think fit. 


partnership existing between the plaintiffs and defendants for any pu 


the creditors and contributories in 


1 


foregoing provisions, the court I 


other than the s of the business of the said partnership, and referred matter back with 

otherwise committing any breach of the articles of the said ciated. Fh may en ie = of a Tiquideter than the 
At the hearing of the motion it was admitted, on behalf the defendant for | oficial receiver if he thought ren to be necessary, or to leave the official 
the purpose of the argument, that the defendant intended, in the event of | receiver to be liquidator if he was of the opinion, with liberty to 
the partnership coming to an end, to use the said list for the purpose of the registrar (but only if he thought it ; to direct a meeting of 
soliciting customers of the firm, he proposing to engage in business of a | the creditors to resolve farther upon the with to the con- 
similar nature to that carried on by the firm. tributories (without prejudice to their contention that the receiver 


1 J, 





Sriatimw 


G 

















said that the defendant would, upon the determination of | ought to be liquidator) to 
be entitled (o’carry on @ busii@ss similar” to that-carricd | be of opi that a liquidator other the official receiver ough’ 
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resolution as a 8 composit resolution—i. ¢., a8 expressing a wish ‘for some 
person other than official receiver, and also a wish for the named per- 
son. His lordship took it for granted that such named person was not to be 
liquidator as the registrar had come to that conclusion. Costs out of the 
extate.—CounseL, Ashton Cross ; Buckley, Q.C., and H. Terrell.” Soxacrrors, 
Goldberg, Langdon, Co. ; Charles Sawbridge § Son. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re BANK OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
12th February. 


Company — Winpinc vue —OrrictaL Recetver — Ovtstpe Liquipator— 
Meerines or Creprrors AND ConTRIBUTORIES—CoMMITTEE OF INSPECTION 
—Compantes (WinpinG-vr) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), s. 6. 

This was a summons by the official receiver to consider the result of 
meetings under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, s. 6. At the first 
meeting of the contributories resolutions were unanimously passed in 
favour of the official receiver being liquidator, and of the appointment of 
a committee of inspection consisting entirely of contributories. The 
creditors had nominated a specified person, an accountant, as liquidator, 
without any committee of inspection. It was said that the specified 
liquidator was quite as independent as the official receiver, and was better 
able to realize the assets, and had no adverse interest ; on the other hand 
it was said that the person proposed as liquidator was auditor of the 
petitioning creditor (The Union Bank of Australia), and that an official of 
the court in no way mixed up with the petitioning creditor would be 
preferable. 

Vavenan Wiit1aMs, J., said that he would not appoint a specified liqui- 
dator, but would leave the appointment of liquidator alone, and the official 
receiver would act by force of the statute. He would not at present 
decide the question as to the committee of inspection.—Counset, W. B. 
Lindley ; Ingle Joyce ; Finlay, Q.C., Phipson Beale, Q.0., and Dickinson ; 
Eve. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor to Board of Trade; Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling ; 
Hollams § Co. ; Lumley §& Lumley. 

[Reported by V. pz 8S. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SOUTER v. DAVIES AND OTHERS—8sth February. 


Farenpiy Socrery—ALrTeration oF Rutes—Vestep INTERESTS OF —— 
BERS—FRIENDLY Soctreties Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 60), s 


Appeal fram the decision of _ Rad fae Stonor at the site: 
bone County Court. he action wa 2 mst the trustees of the 
Friendly Society of Coach Tetsmers to recover B., being 
thirteen weeks superannuation benefit at four shillings a week alleged to 
be due to the plaintiff under the rules of the society. At the time when 
the plaintilt aa a member of the society it was governed by rules cer- 
tified in 1868, and in conformity with article 4 of those rules he signed a 
declaration upon his admission as a member that he would abide by all the 
rules of the society. Article 9 of the same rules provided that when a 
member became incapable of working at his business through jd a 
int ity, or agcidlent, he should be paid from the sick, superannua 

burial fund, if he had been a free member for ten years, four shillings 
. poe during the remainder of his life. By an amendment to the rules 
certified on the 31st of December, 1879, it was provided that a separate 
fund for the relief of members in old age should be formed. By an 
amendment certified on the 14th of October, 1892, article 9 was rescinded. 
Thé&pisintitt paid all his contributions up to the year 1890, when he 
came incapabie of working through paralysis. From this time pay: yments 
of four shillings a week were made to him until July, 1894, when they 
were discontinued. The plaintiff had from time to time received balance- 
sheets of the society, which shewed that the superannuation payments had 
been made, not out of the fund provided by article 9, but out of the fund 
established by the amended rules of 1879. The county. ¢ ourt judge held 
that the plaintiff was, under article 9, absolutely entitled for his life e 
weekly payment in question free of all contributions, and at the same time 
lost, in consideration of these payments, certain claims which he would 
otherwise have had on the society, she nt consnta tothe amend of 
his rights, unless he had consen the _emendment, 
S. e gra eave to 
Sstion whether the cadadanens of 1892 Bn oh article 
9 had a uaieaes tive operation, so as to take away the plaintiff's right to 
the weekly payments. The following cases were cited on behalf of the 
defendants :—Pepe v. City and Suburban Permanent Building Society (1893, 
2 Ch. 311), Davies v. Second Chatham, §c., Building Society (61 L. T. 680), Laing 
v. Reed (L. R. 5 Ch. 4), Dewhurst v. Clarkson (3 E. & B. 194), Rosenberg v. 
Northumberland Building Society (22 Q. B. D. 373), and section 27 of the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1855, and section 6 of the Friendly Societies Act, 
acme: Sr on as shewing that societies formed before 1855 had power to 
nesied or alter their rules. 

Tue Court (Wit1s and Wricur, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wuz1s, J.—In my opinion the county court judge was right. The one 

t of importance in the case is whether this society had power to alter 
3 rules so as to de rv this man of te DeneMs WO WHI He war end 
der ficle 9 : ri © é@ver agreca to such an 

3 e » question is whether this society, formed long ago, and 
subject at one time to the Act of 1855, and afterwards to the Act of 1875 
can alter their rules so as to affect a member who signed the rules as they 
stood before the alteration. The basis of these societies is a contract 
between the members; and, ap m an ament, con- 
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& E86 Alles express power to 
aaa ‘their sgh od but the Act of 1875 repeals that Act, and takes away 
t t power. I cannot fas done advisedly. By section 4 

es ™ means rules for the time being, and section 6 provides t 
pine society now subsisting, whose rules have been registered enrolled, 
or certified under any Act relating to friendly societies . . shall be 
deemed to be a society registered under this Act, and its rules shall, so far 
as the same are not contrary to any express provisions of this Act, con- 
tinue in force until altered or rescinded’’: that means until altered or 
rescinded, if that can legally be done. It is said that these words 
impliedly re-enact section 27 of the Act of 1855. Iam satisfied that they 
do not confer a power of altering or rescinding rules where such a power 
does not exist. Cases have been cited where the rules conferred a power 
of alteration, and a member has consequently been held to be bound 
an alteration. That has been carried furthest in the case before Chitty, 
(Pepe v. City and Suburban Permanent Building Society). There the question in 
dispute was at what time, after giving notice of withdrawal, the plaintiff 
ceased to be bound by the rules, and it was held that he did not cease to 
be a member until actually paid out. Ido notin the least question that 
decision, but it is no authority fo e proposition that when there is no 








power either in the rules or given by Act of Parliament to alter rutes, 
they can yet be altered toa member’s disadvantage. It is said that once 
thé Tales are certified we cannot consider Whether there Was power to 
make them or not, but neither 0 6 cases cited (Dewhurst ¥. Clarkson and 


Rosenberg 0. NOPOMURDSTTaRE Building Society) bears —out_this_cantention q 
In both those cases the objection taken was that the Proper -Soumalities 
had not been observed in making the rules, and it was he as to 
those matters the certificate was conclusive. The county court judge was 
or « and his ar oe must be affirmed. 






g Cau vested 2 me ales 


THE QUEEN v. MUNSLOW—C. C. R., 2nd February. 


Camrmat Law—Liser—Form or Inpicrment—AvVERMENT oF MALICE— 
6 & 7 Vicr. c. 96,8. 5 


This was a case stated by Cave, J., before whom the defendant was tried 


at the Warwick Assizes. The material words of the indictment were as 
follows :—‘‘ That George Munslow unlawfully did write and publish a 
certain defamatory libel of and concerning Henry Truslove, according to 
the tenor and effect following, that is to say’’ (here follow the specific 
words of the particular libel complained of). The defendant pleaded not 


guilty, and his counsel applied to the judge _to quash the indictment, on 
t that the prisoner pub- 


the ground that it did not contain any avermen 
lished thet hbels, or any of them, maliciouly, and did not, therefore, sufii- 
c y y Oltence @ ict. c. 96, s. 5. om Rag es 


was «A mcm and the defendant was convicted. 
Q t was 


nd he opinion of the court. 
SH RSS nipae ts Deere on Te ground taben m the 


oug 
defendant’s counsel. Section 5 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 96 provides that ‘‘ if any 

person shall maliciously publish any defamatory libel ’’ he shall be liable 

to fine or imprisonment, or both. It was argued on bebalf of the defend- 

ant that malice was a necessary ingredient in the offence, and that the 

absence of this averment was fatal to the indictment, and could not be 

cured by verdict. R. v. Harvey (L. R. 10. C. R. 284), R. v. Mayor of Poole 

(19Q. B. D. 602), R. v. Turner (1 Moo. C. CO. 239), R. v. Ryan (2 Moo. C. 0, 

15), Mercer v. Sparks (Owen, 51; Noy. 35), Bromage v. Prosser (4 B. & C. 255), 

and 14 & 15 Vict. c. 100, s. 24, were cited. 

Tue Court (Lord Russzeit, C.J., Potrock, B., and Wir1is, CHarues, 
and Lawrancer, JJ.) upheld the conviction. 

Lord Russet, C.J.—In this case the indictment charged the defendant 
with libel in three counts, the language of which may be taken to be 
identical. In each count the word ‘‘ maliciously’ is omitted in connec- 
tion with the writing and publication of the libel. To my mind it isa 
deplorable state of the law that this omission could not have been sup- 
plied then and there by the judge at the trial. But the substantial point 
which we have to determine is whether the indictment was or bad. 
It is said that the indictment is under the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 96, 8. 5, but it is 
clear from the language of that section that it creates no new offence, and 
gives no definition of a previously existing offence: it merely states what 
punishment is to follow upon a conviction for what was already an offence 
at common law. It seems to me, therefore, that the class of cases in 






which it was required that the language of statutes creating offences} 


should be precisely followed has no application in the present case. Why 
is the word “‘ malicious ” used in the section of the Act of 1843? Surely 
it is in order to convey that, although a man is primd facie liable if he pub- 
lishes a libel, yet if he can rebut the presumption of law he will not be 
liable. He may shew, if he can, that although the matter published 
is defamatory, he published it on a privileged occasion, or that 
it was true, and for the public benefit. 
ant could establish that are excluded by means of the word 


‘* malicious ’’ in this section. In this case the judge left the case to the : 
jury after this objection was taken, and we must assume that he pry = P 





that the words published were capable of the innuendo put upon them 
the prosecution: no excuse such as thoee to which I 
put forward by the defendant, and the jury found that it was a libel. 






alteration there may be, it cannot | 7 


Cases in which the defend- # 
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is said that the defendant is to be absolved from the 
verdict merely because the word ‘‘ maliciously ”’ is not in the indict- 
ment: and the argument is that this is an POR aden under the statute. 


In my opinion it is not an indictment under the statute, but for a common 


law offence, although it was no doubt intended to be framed so as to b 
it under the statute. ee procedure is the same in clasts —_ in ci 
roceedings for libel, an : 








siderable light upon the question with which we are dealing. 
says, ‘‘As at present advised Iam of o 
assertion was evidence that the party ma: 
J. — his opinion that ‘‘ it is not necessar ave 

: x 6 aUse cong OT seh an ach 
: Following that case is B 

yle says, « In an ordinary action for 
ae ‘that the defendant spoke them falsely, 
_ hat they were 4 maliciously.’’ 











"where it is avuty laid down that there i 


civil and criming 1. 
ent was go 
it 


if ad onan was imperfect 


Senviction must therefore stand. 
Pottockx, B.—I think this conviction is good, upon the ground that this 
was & sufficient indictment. 
the crime. It may be said that where an action will lie without an all 
tion of special damage an indictment for libel may be preferred. T is 
view is followed with s singular unanimity in all the cases, commencing 
Mercer v. Sparkes. 1 will mention one only 
643) in which the judge directed the jury to 
ought the pheod 
that he ought not to have done so, ‘‘ for every man must be presumed to 
intend the natural and ordinary consd{W@nces Of his own_ aot” Tt Fely 

CS y) she “ aS 

inference of law p I think it is quite clear that when the facts are ci- 
ently alleged, it is for the judge to say that the inference of law is that 
the crime has been committed, and it is not necessary to make the state- 
ment in the indictment. 

Wuts, J.—I am of the same opinion. The use of the word “ unlaw- 
fully ” in this indictment is sufficient to exclude cases of privilege and 
cases where a libel is accidentally published, for in that case there is no 
real publication, and, therefore, no libel at all: R. v. Abingdon (1 
226), Emmens v. Pottle (16 Q. B. D. 354). The allegation of malice 

| effectually made by inevitable inference. 

Oxar.zs, J.—I am of the same opinion, and I agree with my lord that 
the omission of the word malicious, if it was a defect, was cured by 
verdict. 

Lawranceg, J., agreed. Conviction affirmed.—OCounsrt, Stanger ; Hugo 
Young. Soxicrrors, Saunderson, Warwick ; Wood § Bourne, Southam. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dri1, Barrister-at-Law.] 









SELF (Respondent) v. THE HOVE COMMISSIONERS (Appellants)—25th 
January. 
Pustic Heatta— Sewer ’’—Prrez recetvinc DRAINAGE OF TWO ADJOINING 
Hovses—Nvisance—LiABILITY TO REPAIR Drain—Pvusiic Heatru 
{ 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 4, 15, 4I—Aportion By LocAL 
UrHoriTy or Parr III. or tHe Pvstic Heattn Acts (AMENDMENT) 
( Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 59), ss. STV. 
This was an appeal from the decision of his Honour Judge Martineau, 
any at the county court of Sussex. The plaintiff was the occupier of a 


detached house, No. 1, Ivy-place, Hove, and the defendants were 
nT of health. On the 20th of April, 1894, the defendants’ 
surveyor served the plaintiff with a notice to abate a nuisance 





from 
a defective drain. At that time it was supposed that the nuisance arose 
from a leak in the drain pee | at the rear of the plaintiff’s house, and 
the defendants’ inspector served the notice on the footing that the plain- 
tiff was liable to make good the defects in the drain under the Act of 1875. 

Tn consequence of the notice the plaintiff employed a builder or plumber 
to open the ground, and it was then found that the drein in question was 
connected with one at the rear of the adjoining house, which was not in 
the plaintiff’s possession, and that, in fact, the defective drain n- 
tinuous drain se both houges. The ry rT, who was 
@ gro was opened—on the 18th of May—served a fresh 
notice, but this time on the occupiers of both houses, requiring the occu- 
pier, as before, to abate the nuisance, or in default notifying that pro- 
ceedings would be taken against them. The builder employed by the 
occupiers was thereupon ordered to do the necessary , and executed 
the work to the satisfaction and under the su of the sanitary 


surveyor. On the completion of the repairs the plaintiff paid hi him the sum 
- £26 17s. 6d., and bro as an atin 2 recover am Ww 


tepaym en ; irai uestion, draining 
it did more ‘aeons one house, was, according to the in ing of v. Ut 
(42 W. R. 461; 1894, 1 Q. B. 233; 70 LT. 242 ; 63 L. 6. TO 
‘ sewer,” and that the local authority were liable to oop it therefore, in 
proPer repair, sor inp money re 
pre or plied. pit 












made on the ground 


uences of that 






3 » Ve D. 
e Nefendanits were indtated for libel, and though this point did 
not arise, the judgments upon the appiication for a new trial throw con- 


Bayley, J., 

— that falsely ation 
it rag and Holroyd, 

Uy n indict- 


wants it 1 is-rucient ‘to 


Those seem to me 


e case mention is Heymann v. The Queen (L. R. 8 Q. B. 102) 


ie CONC. — 





It was not framed under any statute omy 


with 
ilson (9 Bk C. 
> depart | if they 


nt intended to injure him, and the court in banc said 





tiff, having executed wack fen nBdeh the Gotusdente Siasaniveiianey 
liability to have done, the plaintiff hed done co as « volunteer, and, there- 


fore, could not recover money so paid, or whether she had done so by the 
express or implied request of the local authority. The learned county 
court judge found (1) the two houses were in fact separate : 
and (2) that the drain was a ‘‘sewer.”’ He considered, therefore, that 

plaintiff was not originally liable, and could not have been com to exe- 
cute the work, and that the burden of the repairs should have fallen 


on, and been "discharged by, the defendants, for the reasons set out in the 
case of Travis v. Uttley. On the second question, whether the 
natone peat Se cost of such repairs, was to be treated as Fa 

or coul be held to have executed the work at the expres ‘or imp 


request of the defendants, the learned 
plaintiff yy not repr ey scinatine ong Mery Soy 
expense, the money so ve 

the defendants’ request. For rows ped he Fes judgment for 
plaintiff, with costs. From that decision the defendants > ace Hg 
the local authority, the a) ——— counsel contended that no request was 
implied in the surveyor’s notice. In any case plain 
recover money paid under the compulsion of 
under a mistake of law. The tiff in the 
teer.”” He cited Moule v. Garrett (20 W. R. 
referred to the third rule laid down in Smith’s 
leight v. Blathwait, ‘‘ Where the plaintiff 


in jo 

volun does that whereunto 

the defendant was legally com le, and the , in 
Y Sedge J.— my 


consideration thereof, 
brother Wills and m yeelf 
of the Act of 1890 cited tous?] No. Part III. of the Public Health Acts 
(Amendment Act), 1890 (wi which section 19 a, was not tate 
by the Halifax local authority at that time. e 
having adopted Part III. of that Act, could mid ore of 
do this work, for section 19 provides that ‘‘ where two or mate ae 
ene to different owners are connected with a public sewer by a 
single private drain, an ap nue may be made under section 41 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875 (relating to complaints as to nuisances a 
drains), and the local authority may recover any ae eee Sos by 
them in executing any works under the on — by 
any shares od 
made hy pagers of 
6 


that section from the owners of the houses 
shall be settled by their surveyor, or yoke case aan 

summary jurisdiction.’’ Sub-section 3 out that 
of this section the expression ‘ drain’ inchadlos a denin wand Sor the date. 
age of more than one b .” For the ent it was contended 
that the plaintiff was — to execute work which the defendants 
were under a statutory liability todo. The “long drain’? must be held 
to be a ‘‘ sewer,’’ since it falls within the definition of a “sewer” gi 

in section 4 of the Public Health Act, 1875. The Act of 1890 must not be 
presumed to apply to any subject-matter already vested by an earlier 
statute in the local authority as a ‘‘sewer’’ and not a “‘drain.” There 
fore section 19 of the Act of 1890 was not a to the 
and the decision given in rip Uttley to be foll 


th to ask a 
m, ‘* If you don’t do it omen 
Sonat for the plaintiff contended that the defendants 
liability to do this work themselves. 
that view. No doubt the local board was under a 
tain an effective a but there were 
Public Health Acts h said that 

kind of work, and he was inclined 
their decision. 


- 





oe nere Was, hig d 
defendants’ favour than that. The town 
of the Act of 1890, section 19 of that Act 
case. The board could have compelled the 
all the work that substantially ar done. 


ape Rp eS Ut 
y Pied par vter shie 
Local Board, and consequen’ 
way considered when that 
tant element in the facts. He 
suppressed, for as it stood it was eminently calculated to mislead. 
these reasons he came to the concinslon thet in the present: case the 
repair the drain rested with the plaintiff. Suppose, 
ppg Macys owe» herwise. Ifa summons had actually been 
the plaintiff had submitted to it, then he thought 
recovered, because the money would then have been 
of legal process. Here there was but a mere 


, 1890, had not 
, that section 19, not be 
was ven, because 


that report of the case ought to 
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lability if it happened that a small ‘“sewer’’ draining a house was 
inadequate. He wished, if it were not too late, that the question raised 
in Travis v. Uttley could be decided by the Court of Appeal in the interests 
of local authorities, but, in the meanwhile, he saw no difficulty in local 
getting out of their troubles, either, as they had done in the 
— case, by telling people they must put in a separate drain for each 
ouse unless they were content to acquiesce in the view of the local 
authority, or by adopting the Public Health Act, 1890, and seeing that 
written applications were made to the owners or occupiers under section 
41 of the Act of 1875, whenever there was a real nuisance which ought to 
be abated.—Counszt, Boxall; Channell, Q.C., and Fooks. Soxscrrors, 
J. Harwood, for C..A. Woolley, Brighton ; Stokes, Saunders, § Stokes. 


[Reported by Erskine Rei, Barrister-at-Law. } 


O’SULLIVAN v. THOMAS—3ist January and 7th February. 


Gamuinc—Sraksno_per—Revocation or AvrnHortry—Action ny Deposrror 
—Gamine Act, 1892 (55 Vicr. c. 9), s. 1. 


Appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Williams in the county 
court of Aberdare. ‘The plaintiff and one Hughes agreed to run a race, 
and deposited £5 each in the hands of the defendant, as stakeholder. It 
was that the winner of the race should receive the £10 so deposited. 
The plaintiff was beaten in the race, and called upon the defendant to 
return him his £5. The defendant, however, paid the £10 to Hughes, and 
the plaintiff sued the defendant in the county court for £5. The county 
court judge decided that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the amount 
of his deposit, end gave leave to appeal. The defendant appealed. 
Counsel for the appellant now argued that the transaction came within 
the provisions of section 1 of the Gaming Act, 1892, that the plaintiff had 
** paid” a sum of money in respect of a gaming contract, and could only 
recover it from the defendant on an ‘‘ implied promise’’ by the defendant 
to return it if the plaintiff should revoke his authority. He cited 
Hompden v. Walsh (24 W. R. 607, 1 Q. B. D. 189), Diggle v. Higgs (25 

. &. 777, 2 Ex. D. 422), Tatam v. Reeve (41 W. R. 174; 1893, 1 Q, B. 44), 
and De Mattos v. Benjamin (IZ W. K. 284). For the respondent it was 
said t e Gaming’ Act of 1892 did not apply to deposits, but was 


in’ vent the recovery of sums paid in respect of gaming con- 
on. of defendants. 6 Ac Totalter- the law as taidt~ 
down by the Court of Appé Diggle ¥. Higgs. — 


Tus Covrr took time to consider their judgment. 

Feb. 7.—Wus, J., in giving judgment, said that but for the Act of 
1892 the plaintiff could have revoked his authority, and the only 

was whether money handed to a stakeholder could be said to be 

a ‘sum of money pon by the plaintiff. He thought the word ‘‘ paid ’’ 

meant paid out and out, and did not mean a sum deposited with a - 

or purpose of paying somebody else. He was not sorry to 

come to that conclusion, because another construction of the Act would 

make it the charter of betting men. De Mattos v. Benjamin decided that 

Fee pry who had received money in respect of bets made by him on 

of a principal could not retain the money as against the principal. 

If they were now to hold that a depositor could not get his money back 

from a stakeholder there would be a complete chain of legal liability. He 

felt safe in saying that the Act had not been conceived in the spirit of 

giving legal facilities to the betting world for carrying out their betting 
in the law courts. 

Wricut, J., gave judgment to the like effect. Appeal dismissed. 
Leave given to appeal.—CounsgL, Montague Lush; Wm. Evans. Sortcrrors, 
Bell, Brodrick, § Co., for Linton § C. § W. Kenshole, Aberdare; Purkis ¢ | 
Co., for Thos. Phillips § Son, Aberdare. 

[Reported by T. Maruew, Barrister-at-Law. | 











GWILLIAM (Respondent) v. TWIST & YOUNG (Appellants)— 
30th and 31st January. 


Master anv Servant—Cases or Suppen Emercency—Liasi.iry ror Acts 
on Deravuts or VotuntrEER—AGENT or Necesstry—Loca. Byz-Laws— 


Wuers Driver or Hacxnzy Carrtace NEED NoT BE Licsnsep—Town | 


Poxice Ciavuses Acr, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 60-62. 


ay from the judgment of his Honour Judge Ohalmers at Birming- 
ham County Court. The defendants in the action were the owners of a 
public —a three-horse omnibus—which, about ten o’clock on the 
evening in question, was in the charge of two of their servants. A police 
inspector on duty, noticing that Harrison, the driver, was drunk, stop 
the omnibus, and told him that he had better not drive any more that 
A man named Vears, who had formerly been in the defendants’ 
employment, but never as a driver, volunteered to drive the omnibus back 
to the yard. The conductor and Harrison agreed to his Going: so, and 
both of them got inside the omnibus. On the way @ stables, some 
quarter of a mile distant, the plaintiff was knocked down by the omnibus 
as it came rapidly round a sharp corner. The facts were not disputed, 
nor was the charge of negligence against Vears denied. At the the 
learned jdge found (1) that the accident was caused by the negligent or 
driving of Vears; (2) that the police inspector did not order 
Vears to drive the omnibus to the yard, but that he had merely asked 
** who would do so,”’ and that Vears thereupon volunteered, Harrison and 
the conductor ing ; (3) that whether or not the driver Was A 
he was not in a fit state to drive, and acted eaeeny 
in the matter. He therefore gave judgment in favour of the plaintiff for 
£30, but directed that execution should be stayed to allow of the 
defendants appealing, as he had come to his conclusions with consider- 
able hesitation and doubt. For the appellants it was contended that 
their t at the time of the accident; that neither 





Harrison nor 


law was this: that in cases o en emergency the servant might have 
authority Within the scope of his ém ploy men fo ac h good faith and 
BACCO rding to the best it OF his judginent Tor Mis mp0} or’ Ss INUETESt, BO Long a 
| he violated no express limttation OF his Attno Y. and DO Orucr 0 his mastel 
applicable to the case, and provided that the act was not clearly unreason- 
able fi Cases where tits doctrine, if co fect, was applicable it made no 





on behalf of their employers; that Vears was not in the 
of an t of ity, for whose acts or de ve 
helt Feponsible- Because there was no need to get a stranger to drive the 
omnibus back to the yard at all, for alternative and more reasonable 
courses could have been adopted. Any claim for injuries should have 
been brought against Vears personally. Oounsel for the appellants, the 
owners of the omnibus, submitted that J/lidge v. in (5 Carr. & Payne, 7 
190) and Booth v. Mister (7 Carr. & Payiie, 06) were not authorities against Gos 
ference of the paios—For the Peopondent {twas urge UU Ta 
ference of the police-~For the respondent it was urg ° 

ums ; ison and the conductor had an implied authority to f 
get assistance to drive the omnibus back to tbe yard. Vears, therefore, 
was not, at the time of the accident, a mere volunteer. [From the ¥ 
arguments it appeared that there was a difference of opinion as to which, ¢ * 
if any, of the numerous bye-laws for the regulation of hackney carriages 

ublished by the Birmingham Corporation under the powers of the 
unicipal Corporation Acts affected the present case. [t was sup 

that the bye-laws incorporated some of the provisions of the Town Police 
Clauses Act, 1847, and it was contended at the trial of the action that 
clause 60 of that Act could be applied to the present case. During the 
appeal, however, Wright, J., pointed out that clause 60 only applied to 

kne , the drivers of which must be licensed, and therefore the 
arguments that the defendants could not authorize—nor their servants on 
their behalf—an unlicensed man to drive failed, because an omnibus 
plying for hire out of the metropolis was not such a hackney carriage. | 

Lawrancg, J., in dismissing the appeal, said he had come to the con- 
clusion that there was no evidence before the court upon which they could 
disturb the judgment of the learned county court judge. He had come to 
that conclusion with considerable hesitation and doubt. The facts were 
simple enough, but the evidence on the real question they had to decide 
was far from satisfactory. What they had to consider was whether the 
acquiescence of Harrison and the conductor in allowing Vears to drive 
rendered, under the particular circumstances of the case, the owners liable 
for any accident which might arise through his negligence or want of 
skill. As a fact the learned county court judge did not decide that 

int, but found that the men acquiesced in Vears’ driving the omnibus 
a and therefore, in his judgment, it was to be assumed that they 
authorized Vears to do so. Upon that finding the court was now asked 
to decide whether that authority was such as to make the owners liable for 
what subsequently occurred. There was no finding in fact as to that 
beyond what he had already stated, and although, had he tried the case, 
he might have come to a contrary conclusion, yet, upon the finding that 
Vears was authorized by Harrison and the conductor to drive, he came to 
the conclusion that the owners ought to be held liable, and, therefore, the 
judgment of the court below must be affirmed. 

Wauieut, J., concurred. The question they had to consider was this, 
Was there any evidence upon which the county court judge could, 
consistently with the law, come to the conclusion which he had arrived 
at? His decision raised an important question of law, on which there 
was singularly little, if any, direct authority. It seemed to him that the 
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difference that the servant’s judgment was in fact mistaken or wrong; 
and masters would not be liable for the result any more than a railway 
company was liable for any error of judgment on the part of their engine- 
driver in ing his train too fast, if he acted according to the best of his 
judgment, and they were not guilty of any negligence in appointing him. 
se, the servant could not have implied ity to do for_b 


















maste r ad be illega TOF The master to do for imseli ; as, 
f Violating a Dye-law or statute providing that it should be 
In that case the servant 


or 1 n 
tage! to employ an unlicensed person to drive. 
could not bind his employers by authorizing such a person todo so. But 
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no such illegality was chewn in the Yaga case. And if it was possible 8 r0) 
in law for a servant, in cases of sudden emergency, to have such authority, vent 
that court could not say that there was not sufficient evidence upon which com: 
the judge might not have found that there was such emergency, and that help 
the rervant had acted within the limits of his authority. He was not are, 
required to say—and he preferred not to say—whether from the evidence whet 
he should have himself drawn the same conclusion. There could be no | 
doubt, however, that there might be great difference of opinion as to the He 
various parts or steps in the proceedings; for instance, there might have light 
been an implied authority to authorize a man to take the omnibus back to but, 
the yard, yet not sufficient authority to send him to drive the omnibus & 8c 
along a narrow or crowded street when, the yard being so near, skilled the f 
assistance could readily have been obtained. On the whole, however, he woul 
thought evidence w: judge to_hold whol 
that Ti S : udg- 
men’ a8 Ong r-raw. PIren A eale a [ deel 
i : on stayed to allow of an appeal on terms.—CounsEl, the 1 
T. Willes Chitty and Ernest Pollock ; Houghton. Sorscrrors, T. A. Dennison there 
§ Co., for H. G. Tanner; W. F. Aldis, for H. EB. Parry. occu] 
[Reported by Enskiwe Rep, Bazrister-at-Law. | _ 
’ 
BARNETT v. HICKMOTT AND THE TOWN CLERK OF READING—24th that 
January and 9th February. Z far as 
ParLiAMeNt—F sancuise—ReaistRation—Bonovcn Vote—Occupancy BY 7 _ 
Vietuz oy Service—* Pant or a Hovss”—Szranare Dwe.tine— © ‘Warm 








Vears was 
conductor had power to authorize him tH arMve 





Cusicie —Rereesentation or rue Pzorie Acts, 1967 (30 & 31 Vict. & — 
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102), s. 3, sun-szcTion 2, and 1884 (48 Vicr. c. 3), 8. 3—PARIIAMENTARY 
anp Mountctrat Reoistration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. o. 26), s. 5. 


Case stated by the revising barrister for the borough of Reading. An 
objection was raised to the retention of the name of George Barnett, a 
constable, on the list of parliamentary voters. The vote was claimed 
under the resentation of the People Act, 1884, s. 3, which provides 
that ‘‘ where a any -house by virtue of 
any office, service, or employment, and the dwelling-house is not 
inhabited by any person under whom such man serves in such office, 
service, or employment, he shall be deemed for the — of this Act 
and of the Representation of the People Acts to be an inhabitant occupier 
of such dwelling-house as tenant.’’ Theterm ‘“‘ dw -house”’ is defined 
by section 5 of the Parliamentary and Munici tion Act, 1878, 
which enacts that it ‘‘ shall include any part of a honse where that part is 
{ separately occupied as a dwelling.’’ That section further provides that 
“‘ where an occupier is entitled to the sole and exclusive use of any = 
of a house, that part shall not be deemed to be occupied otherwise t 
separately by reason only that the occupier is entitled to the joint use of 
some other part.’’ The question in this case was whether a cubicle 
occupied by the policeman by virtue of his employment was ‘‘ a part of a 
house separately occupied as a dwelling” such as to entitle the occupant 
toa vote. The facts found by the revising barrister were as follows :— 
The cubicle contained his bed and other furniture. The room in which 
the cubicle was placed was divided into twelve other similar cubicles, each 
of them occupied by a police constable. The cubicle was about 12 ft. long 
by 8ft. wide, and was enclosed on three sides by a wooden partition, 
which was about 7 ft. high, and left a space of about 5 ft. between it 
and the . The fourth side of the cubicle consisted of an outside 
wall, and was perforated by a window. Each cubicle had a door abutting 
& passage which extended down the whole length of the main room. 
door had a lock and key, and the constable was entitled at any time 
to lock up his cubicle. The passage, ventilation, and atmosphere of the 
dormitory was common to all the cubicles. It was assumed that the 
dwelling was not inhabited by any person under whom Barnett served in 
his ‘‘ office, service, or employment,” and it was not proved that any 
superior officer resided there. ‘The revising barrister came to the conclu- 
sion, on these facts, that the nature of the occupancy was not such as to 
entitle Barnett to the franchise, and allowed the objection. For the 
appellant it was suggested that the proper and sole criterion of whether a 
person occupies a house or part of a house as a dwelling is the question 
whether or not he sleeps there ; that was the effect of the case of Stribling 
v. Halse (16 Q. B. D. 246); the only difference between that case and this 
was the incompleteness, in the present instance, of the separation; but 
the aperture at the top existed only for the purpose of ventilation, and 
did not prevent the cubicles being completely inaccessible except by the 
door. Oounsel for the respondents submitted that the question as to 
whether the cubicle was a part of a house or not was one of fact only. 
He further contended that throughout the legislation on this subject ever 
since the Reform Bill no statute had done away with the qualification that 
the part of a house occupied must be a tenement, and that it must be 
structurally separated from the rest of the house. In this case the cubicle 
was too undefined to be a tenement. He cited Cook v. Humber (11 0. B. 
N. 8. 33), Thompson v. Ward (L. R. 6 OC. P. 327), Boon v. Howard (L. R. 9 
0. P. 277), and Bradley v. Baylis (8 Q. B. D. 195). In reply, counsel for 


the respondent cited <Alichurch v. Assessment Committee and Guardians of | was 


Hendon Union (1891, 2 Q. B. 436) and Hall v. Metcalfe (8 Times L. R. 46). 
Lord Russziu, C.J. (after stating the facts), said: It will be observed 
that it is not stated how these cubicles were warmed or how they were 
lighted at night—whether or not there was a separate lighting and 
warming for each; nor is it stated whether or not there was or were some 
other room or rooms in the police station shared in common for the pur- 
_ of meals, for the purposes of recreation, or for other purposes. 
_ the facts stated, the question we have to decide is simply this— 
whether the revising barrister was wrong in holding that the appellant’s 
cubicle is not a ‘‘ part of a house separately occupied as a welling ”’ 
within the meaning of section 5 of 41 & 42 Vict. c. 26. In my opinion 
the appellant was occupying a part of a room in a house; but such part of 
room was not separately occupied by him as a dwelling-house. The 
ventilation and atmosphere of the dormitory are stated in the case to be 
common to all the cubicles; and the window of each cubicle necessarily 
helps the natural lighting of the adjoining cubicle or cubicles. These 
are, it seems to me, matters essential to consider when the question is 
whether each cubicle can be regarded as part of a house capable of being 
eeeetely occupied as a dwelling-house. As the case is stated, we are not 
‘ormed whether there are any, and what, arrangements for the artificial 
lighting and heating of the room in which the cubicles are situate ; 
but, even assuming (against probabilities) that each cubicle had 
& separate arrangement for warming and lighting, it follows from 
the fact that the cubicles were open at the top that each of the occupants 
Would to some extent share the warmth and light of the dormitory as a 
whole. Again, the arrangement of the cubicles precludes the idea of that 
es ta or secure privacy implied in the separate occupation of a 
dwelling, and is probably adopted partly with a view to supervision and 
the maintenance of discipline generally in the room. It seems to me, 
therefore, that these men, sharing, as they do, so many things in the 
occupation of these cubicles, cannot be said to bé separately — 
them as dw It was argued on behalf of the appellant that thi 
case was concluded by the case of Stribling v. Halse. 1 cannot assent to 
that view, while recoguizing that we ought to be bound by that case so 
far as it extends. In that case each shop assistant had a separate, fur- 
nished bedroom, structurally completely separate as a room, and no one 
Person in the occupation of his ular bedroom shared light, air, 
Warmth, or ventilation with any other room. I have, therefore, come to 








removed by a 
case to this effect ; an 9 ees oe ee 
to discover any record of 
whether a person could 
dwelling-house where he dwelt partly in 
rooms. I share this doubt, especially in 
not have referred to thi doubt bat for the facts (1) 
h not have re’ to 
ry found, and (2) because 
. 68) two out of the five 
from Stribling v. Halse, and the majority, while 
uiescing hardly be said to have of it, my ty | 
opinion, isthe doubt referred to removed by 5th section of 41 & 
ict. c. 26. 


Wits and Wuiocut, JJ., concurred.—Oounsz., ; 4 
Souicrrons, Torr, Janeway, $ Gribble; Rooke $ Sons, for Brain $ Brain, 


Reading. 
[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


Fe 8.—Epwix Tummon Banrxgn. 
February 8.—Epwarp Moriey Oxnvss (11, Pancras-lane). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY. 
The seventh general of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society 
(Limited) was held on Th afternoon at the offices, 49, Chancery- 
lane, Mr. E. J. Heldew, the Galea presiding. The meeting was very 


lar, attended. 
. 2 ages} (Mr. T. R. Ronaup) having read the notice convening 
the , ani 


The report and balance-sheet having been taken as read, 

The Cuataman, in mo the of the and balance- 
sheet, said he thought it would be in accordance with the feelings of those 
present that he should refer sh to loss the society had 
sustained in the death of the late . 
Sir Hi had been a director of the society from 
and from the first had acted as the vice-chairman 
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was quite sure that those present would share the regret of the 
th pin pT Ben ow Big poly tgeree mgm 
ought he t as well as 

the “fact that on this ‘the first occesion on which he hed occupied 
the chair the directors had such a : to present. It 
would be found that, notwithstanding that had not been 
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be disappointed if it sometimes 


increased. Last year the society had 
the cloud hanging over it of 


the troubles which had come upon 
the Australian banks. The society, in common with all other 
com: of this class, had insured deposits in several of these 
. When it became a matter of certainty that a good deal 

of this business would be offered to the society, the directors met 
and considered the positions of the various banks, and came to a deci- 
sion as to the amount which would be the limit in each of these banks. 
That limit, which was a moderate one, the board had adhered to, and the 
consequence had been that, when the storm broke, they were able to 
weather it without difficulty, and whilst last year they had £153,000 out- 
standing, that had now been reduced to £70,119, and of that a good deal 
was in banks in which they did not anticipate any loss whatever, and in 
some there would be a profit. In banks which had not suspended there 
were £13,000, as against £60,000 in the previous year; and in banks re- 
constructed there were £48,000, as against £75,000. Of course, it was to 
be hoped that better times would come upon the colonies, and the board 
did not anticipate any great loss here. In banks in liquidation there 
were £8,350, as against £16,704 last year. It was impossible to predict 
what further loss might accrue, but the amount was not one of any great 
consequence. Anyhow, the board had written down by fifty per cent. all 
the deposits in banks in liquidation which the society had taken over, and 
they had increased the reserve and claims in suspense and rebates to 
£13,279, whilst they had been able to double the amount carried to the 
reserve fund. Last year that amount was £2,500, whilst this year 
it was £5,000, so that the reserve stood at the very respectable 
— of £45,000. These results, which could not be regarded as 
erwise than satisfactory, had been attained with the use of but a 
very small portion of the actual paid-up capital. When the company 
was formed it was considered desirable that there should be a paid- 
up bo aye of at least £100,000. It was a new company, and it was 
desirable that the public and those coming to it for business should see 
that it had a thoroughly good backbone, and that it should be in a posi- 
tion to ire confidence. So the capital was called up. Of course 
the board did not require to use it, and they invested £76,000 of that 
sum in liquid securities, and invested the moneys in the names of four of 
her Majesty’s judges as trustees for the company. He was happy to say 
that the whole of that sum remained still in the names of those four 
judges, and that it was intact, so that practically the society was able to 
pay a dividend of five per cent., form a reserve fund of £45,000, and lay 
the foundation of a large, rapidly increasing, lucrative, and important 
business by the use of a capital of only £24,000. A great deal of the 
credit for this excellent state of things was due to their excellent manager, 
Mr. Ronald, who had exhibited not only the greatest energy, but the greatest 
prudence in looking after the interests of the company. Turning to the other 
side of the account, it would be found that for the first time there appeared, 
on the credit side, ‘‘ Fees as Trustees, £3,626,’’ as a separate item. This 
had been done for the purpose of calling attention to what it was thought 
would prove a very profitable and increasing branch of the company’s 
business, and capable of much extension if the shareholders would exert 
themselves. It had become an ordinary practice with many solicitors to 
insert in wills they prepared a clause that executors or trustees might, if 
the tee entrust the carrying out of the trusts of the will to the society, 
pe had been much to the satisfaction of all parties. The society 
interfered very little, if at all, with the interests of the family solicitor, 
but employed him to the utmost extent in their power. With regard to 
debentures of public companies, these formed really a very lucrative part 
of the wor a i business, and the board would be glad if the shareholders 
would, as far as possible, assist them in that direction. He thought the 
public had come to appreciate the value which was impressed by the 
society’s guarantee. It gave them an assurance that the debentures had 
undergone very careful examination, both as regarded the security at the 
back of them and the substance of the debentures themselves. 
Another advantage, and one which he thought the companies were 
beginning to recognize, was that with the company’s guarantee they 
were able to place their debentures with the public at a much higher 
than they would otherwise be able to do, thus gaining a very much 

sum in the enhanced value of the debentures than the moderate 

sum paid to the company for its commission. The board earnestly hoped 
that the shareholders would take a little to heart what he had said on 
these subjects, because they would not only be increasing the business of 
the company, but their own dividends also. The ideal shareholder 
should be a sort of peripatetic advertisement for the company. If the 
shareholders could manage anything of that kind the company would not 
be long before it got very much further on towards a very great success. 
It would be seen from the report that the board had to regret that they 
had lost the services of three of the directors. Mr. Hampson had 
retired from business and had resigned, and Mr. N. T. Lawrence 
and Mr. W. H. Gray had both, from pressure of business, been 
compelled to resign, because they found they could not give the 
time and attention which was necessary. The board had been care- 
considering the necessity of filling the vacancies, and they 
would do so as circumstances offered. But it was not always easy to 
secure the services of the right sort of people. Gentlemen were wanted 
who were well known to the public and well known in the profession ; they 
must be gentlemen of ability and who could influence business to the 
. The claims upon the time and attention of a director here were 

far greater than was the case in most companies, whilst the inducement 
which could be offered in the way of remuneration was at any rate not 
excessive. However, he hoped that before they met again the vacancies 
would be filled to the satisfaction of the shareholders. He understood 
that a com it would be made to-day as to the slowness with which the 
business to the company was adjudicated upon. He really must 
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ask the meeting to cousider that the board had to take as much care in q 
guarantee as a solicitor would in investigating it. If the board were in any 
way lax in these matters they would probably soon land the company in 
a disastrous state of things. It was not the first-class security which 
would be brought to the company, but if a solicitor had something where 
the security, perhaps, was not quite so ample as he would like, or there 
was some little flaw in the title, then he brought it to the society. The 
business that did not require guaranteeing did not come to the company, 
and everything that did come required very careful consideration. i, 
was really inclined to think that there was no fair complaint to be made 
as to the length of time taken before a proposal was finally accepted. 

Mr. Henry Roscor (Vice-Chairman) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Cores asked if the securities appeared in the accounts at cost price, 
because he thought that they would shew a good profit at present prices, 
They would be called in the City “‘ gilt-edged securities.’”’ He thought, 
further, that with their reserve fund they could afford to dispense with all 
but the most profitable class of business. He also considered that twelve 
directors were sufficient, and that there might not be any necessity for 
filling up the four vacancies. 

Mr. Gray observed that from his own experience the time required of 
the directors was very great. He should not have left the board had he 
not found it impossible to give the necessary time. 

Mr. Wiixkryson congratulated the board on the very successful accounts 
laid before the meeting. He urged that the business of the company 
should be carried through with the greatest rapidity. 

The Cuarrman said that of course the company’s securities were not of the 
class which bore a very high rate of interest, but it was essential that they 
should have securities which, at a time of pressure, could be immediately 
turned into cash. All the securities were put down at cost price, and if 
realized at present would shew a profit. As regarded the business, it was 
wholly guarantee business, and the board did not launch out into specu- 
lative business besides. He believed it to be desirable that the vacancies 
on the board should be filled up. The articles said that there should be 
sixteen directors, and it was of great service to have gentlemen in large 
provincial centres—such, for instance, as Mr. Gray Hill at Liverpool, who 
had brought the society a large amount of business. With regard to the 
time taken in accepting business it must be borne in mind that the solici- 
tor had perhaps spent weeks in acquiring the necessary knowledge in each 
case. These cases were sometimes very complicated, and he thought the 
society was not fairly open to the charge of taking more time than was 
reasonable. If they acquired a character for dilatoriness nothing would 
be more prejudicial. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

A dividend was agreed to of three per cent. for the half-year ending the 
31st of December, 1894, making five per cent. for the year. 

The retiring directors, Mr. F. J. Blake, Mr. E. J. Bristow, Mr. J. 8. 
Montefiore, and Mr. Gray Hill, and the auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, 
Griffiths, & Co., were re-elected, the remuneration to the latter being fixed 
at £105. 

Mr. Corzs moved a resolution expressing to Lady Parker and the 
family of the late Sir Henry Watson Parker the sympathy and condolence 
of the meeting at the loss which they had sustained. 

Mr. Basm Freip seconded the resolution, which was carried unani- 
mously. 

Mr. Corron expressed his great satisfaction at the position taken by the 
company, especially in view of the fact that it had been so recently 
established. In his opinion the directors were not sufficiently remuner- 
ated, and he moved that their remuneration should be increased from 
£2,000 to £3,000. 

Mr. Mru1s seconded the motion, which was supported by Mr. Gray and 
carried with acclamation. 

The Cuarrman returned thanks on behalf of the board. He could 
assure them that the board held very long meetings, and there were many 
committees. It was a frequent occurrence for the directors to take home 
es connected with the applications in order that they might study 
them. 

An extraordinary meeting was then held, that the memorandum of 
association might be altered so that the company might undertake every 
kind of assurance business except life, fire, and marine. The resolution 
put to the meeting to this effect was carried nem. con. 





INCORPORATED LEEDS LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is 118. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—This measure, which was withdrawn for the 
cession in the year 1893, was reintroduced this year with some amendments, 
the most important of which was intended to enable bankers and others to 
obtain an effectual security by way of equitable deposit. Those who had 
been led to believe that by the system of registration of title land could be 
dealt with as readily as money stocks might well wonder at the necessity 
for such a provision, bearing in mind that the registered owner must 
necessarily have a certificate of title, the assumed equivalent of a stock 
certificate. But whilst public a require the production of the 
stock certificate on a transfer, the official regulations of the Land Registry 
Office do not require the land certificate to be produced on su 
dealings with the land. The possessor of a certificate of title to 
therefore, wishing to create a lien on his land by a ——— equivalent 
to a deposit of deeds, is required to obtain from the Land Registry, and of 
course to pay for, a second certificate called ‘‘a deposit certificate,”? and 
which the Bill makes, for the purpose of giving security over the 
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the equivalent of a deposit of title deeds. To ordinary business men it 
would appear that the simpler as well as the less expensive plan would 
have been to require the production of the land certificate itself on e 
dealing with the land as in the case of stock certificates, a device whic 
would have avoided the necessity for a deposit certificate altogether, but 
which would also have avoided the necessity of paying for a — 
certificate. If the system of land registration and transfer which has been 
already in operation for nineteen years, and with so little effect that its 
very existence appears to be unknown to many public speakers and writers 
on the subject, should be galvanized into life by being made compulsory, 
the public will soon discover that in many other ways besides the one 
just mentioned there is a good deal of difference between the realities of 
official procedure and the promises held out to them of increased simplicity 
and cheapness in land transfer. In the meantime the attention of those 
interested in conveyancing may usefully be directed to the remarks of Mr. 
John Hunter, the president of the Incorporated Law Society, in his address 
delivered at Bristol on the 9th of October Jast. Mr. Hunter suggested 
whether it might not be worth while for the Incorporated Law Society to 
undertake the matter, ‘‘and to draft a scheme which should give 
purchasers of land the greatest amount of security with the least cost of 
time and money, whilst leaving to owners the power they all desire, to 
make any disposition they can now make of the land or the value of it, 
they having been deprived of the power of tying up the land itself by the 
Acts of 1882.’’ 

The Incorporated Law Society.—It will be in the recollection of members 
that in the year 1888 the annual subscription of country members of this 
society, admitted for three years and upwards and being members of the 
provincial law society of the district in which they practise, was reduced 
from £1 a year to 10s , and in the case of members of the same description 
but who have been admitted less than three years the annual subscription 
was reduced to 5s. only. This experiment was made after consultation 
with the provincial law societies, and with their approval, it being thought 
that the effect of it would be to greatly increase the membership of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and at the same time to offer inducements to 
solicitors to join their local law society. From a financial point of view 
the experiment has not been a success. Every member of the Incorporated 
Law Society costs within a fraction of 5s. a year for postage, printing, and 
other outgoings, and this expense tends rather to increase than to 
diminish. At the same time, the demands on the funds of the Incorporated 
Law Society are in all directions greater, and in some directions, as for 
example in Parliamentary expenses, very seriously greater, than they weze 
in the year 1888. Nor, with the prevailing tendency to extend the 
functions and powers of Parliament, is there any expectation of a future 
reduction under this head of expenditure. If, therefore, the chief society 
is to do what is expected of it, and to safeguard professional interests in 
and out of Parliament, its revenue must be in some way increased. There 
appear to be two ways only of doing this, either by a great increase of 
membership or by raising the subscription. Your committee are of 
opinion that the latter course is the most feasible and the most expedient. 
They think that the great majority of members of the Incorporated Law 
Society never considered, and would not now consider, an annual sub- 
scription of £1 too much; they even think that a guinea would be as 
readi/y paid as a pound. On this subject a resolution will be submitted 
to the meeting with the view of ascertaining the general view of the 
members of the society. 





WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 


LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Pierpoint-street, Worcester, on the 30th of January. The members 
resent were Mr. E. Amphlett Davis (president, in the chair), Mr. A. J. 
Diechemp (vice-president), and Messrs. R. P. Hill, W. P.'Hughes, M. 
Curtler, 8S. J. Tombs, J. H. Yonge, G. F. 8. Brown, W. W. A. Tree, 
8. M. Beale, S. B. Garrard, R. A. Essex, T. R. Quarrell, J. L. Wood, 
T. G. Dobbs, F. R. Jeffery (hon. secretary), and W. B. Hulme (hon. 
treasurer). 

The annual report of the committee and the hon. treasurer’s accounts for 
the past year were received and adopted. 

The following officers of the society were elected for the ensuing year— 
namely: President, Mr. A. J. Beauchamp; vice-president, Mr. F. R. 
Jeffery ; hon. treasurer, Mr. S. B. Garrard; and hon. secretary, Mr. W. B. 
Hulme. Messrs. T. Southall, F. Corbett, A. W. Knott, E. A. Davis, and 
J.H. Yonge were elected members of the committee in addition to the 
officers of the society, and Messrs. G. F. 8. Brown and W. W. A. Tree 
were elected auditors. 

The following gentlemen, Mr. Francis William Nichol, solicitor, 
Bromyard ; Mr. George Henry Thomas Foster, solicitor, Malvern ; Mr. 
George Powell, solicitor, Upton-on-Severn; and Mr. Henry Lawson 
Whatley, solicitor, Malvern, were unanimously elected members of the 
society. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is forty-eight as against 
forty-nine last year. 

Touting and Undercharging.—This serious professional difficulty was 
under the consideration of the society at the last annual general meeting, 
and the following resolution was , viz: ‘* That the members of this 
society be called upon to pledge themselves to do their utmost to dis- 
countenance and put a stop to the practice of ob’ 
by means of touting and wundercharging, and to report to the 
Committee all cases which may come to their knowledge.” It is. 
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Land Transfer Bill.—This Bill, with certain amendments, was again 
introduced into Parliament, but was ultimately dropped. It is understood 
that it will be reintroduced in the ensuing alee of Parliament, in 
which event your committee will continue their opposition to the com- 
pulsory provisions of the Bill. 








THE WAKEFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The tenth annual mee was held on the 23rd of January at the Law 
Library, Sessions House, Mr. Claude Leatham, the president, being in the 
chair. There was a good attendance of members. 

The committee’s report for the past year shewed a satisfactory state of 


things. There are three honorary members, -four ordinary members, 
and six subscribers to the library. Much tion was expressed at 
the society’s wide and comprehensive collection of text-books and reports, 


the requirements of both practical solicitor and student being amply 
catered for. The treasurer’s accounts, too, shewed the financial condi 

of the society to be flourishing. The capital invested is £350, balance in 
bank £67 3s. 4d., and balance of the late Mr. S. F. Harrison’s legacy (a 
a pe £83 8s. pi ~~ report also dealt 9g important subjects 
affecting solicicors during the year, particularly ‘‘ Legal Education,”’ 
** County Justices,’’ ‘‘ The Land er Bill,” re 3 

The President delivered an excellent address, reviewing many interest- 
ing circumstances connected with the profession, referred to certain 
important cases decided during the year, and, in regard to local matters, 
— 3 a tribute of recognition to the recent honours conferred npon Mr. 
C. M. Atkinson, as a native of Wakefield, and Sir Frank Lockwood, Q.C., 
M.P., as a Yorkshireman. 

After other formal business had been transacted, the officers were elected 
for the ensuing year as follows:—President, Mr. Harry Plews ; vice- 
presidents, Messrs. J. W. Sangster (Pontefract) and Percival Barratt ; 
hon. treasurer, Mr. Henry Chalker (re-elected); hon. secretaries, Messrs. 
W. Townend and Basil S. B (re-elected) ; the committee, Messrs. H. 
Beaumont, John Scott, G. D. Gould, J. Charlesworth, Trevor Edwards, 
Joshua Scholefield, and J. Frederick Ianson; hon. librarian, Mr. John 
a (re-elected); and auditors, Messrs. A. R. Lake and W. 

ead. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY FOR CARDIFF AND 
DISTRICT. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The members in 1894 numbered 104, and there were ten 
subscribers to the library in that year. 

The Land Transfer Bill—Your committee had under their consideration 
many Bills which were brought before Parliament during the 
session. Various action was taken by your committee saiilie tne 
Bills, but the moat a ge Bill they to deal with was that relating 
to Land Transfer. ith regard to this, both your late t, Mr. 
Fred Vaughan, your president, Mr. Grover, and your 
meeti in London of the Incorporated Law , when it was 
ultimately determined, by a large majority of those present, to continue 
the opposition to the Bill. Your committee are glad to report that in 
the true interests of landowners the Bill was not further with. 

Stamp in respect of apportioned rent-charge.—Your committee have had 
under their consideration an important circular, dated the 17th of 
September, 1894, issued by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue relative 
to the stamping of deeds where the payment of an apportioned rent- 
charge was a part of the transaction on the sale and purchase of land. 
Considerable correspondence has passed on the subject, and interviews 
have been held with the commissioners. It has been urged on them that 
it is desirable to obtain an Act of Parliament the law as to 
stamping conveyances and assignments subject to chief or ground-rents 
-_ enacting = all deeds previously stamped on the purchase-money 
only were properly stamped. The com at D 
ee thelr carefial peer 
to be of great importance in this locality, as it has been held that the 
circular applies to leaseholds as well as freeholds. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly mee of the board of directors, of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law tution, -lane, London, on the 13th 
inst., Mr. H. OC. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), in chair, the other directors 
— being Messrs. D. Travers Burges (Bristol), H. Morten Cotton, 

rautham R. Dodd, J. O. Moberly (Southampton), F. Rowley Parker, 
Richard Pennington, Henry Roscoe, Smith, R. W. Tweedie, and 
J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £296 was ited in grants of re- 
lief, fifteen new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business was transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY, 





Monday, Jan 
Spence moved: “ 


28—Mr. O. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. E. F. 
the present tendency of the drama in this country 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Pag, 








towards greater 


freedom in method and matter is desirable.’’ 


Mr. Yates 


and Messrs. Symonds, Kains-Jackson, Browne, Hubbard, Marks, 
orth, and Begg spoke on the motion, which was lost by the chairman’s 
vote 


Monday, Fe 
Marks moved : 
business of winding-up com 
Mr. O. W. Williams op 


bruary 11—Mr. A. M. Begg in the chair.—Mr. A. W. 
‘That this house disapproves of the manner in which the 

les is conducted by the Board of Trade.”’ 
, and Messrs. C. Herbert Smith, Kains-Jack- 


gon, A. L. North, and Neville Tebbutt, spoke on the motion, which, after 
Mr. Marks’ reply, was carried by the chairman’s casting vote. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Fivau ExamMrnation. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
at the Final Examination held on the 22nd and 23rd of Jaunary, 


1895 :— 


Abbott, Maurice 
Annesley, Francis Cotton 


Arrowsmith, Robert Henry, B.A. 


Attenborough, John Arthur 

Backhouse, Henry 

Barlow, Edward 

Barnes, Alfred Henry 

Barrett, Bertie Skardon 

Beddard, Frank Cecil, B.A. 

Bell, Arthur Douglas 

Beloe, Edward Milligen 

Blatch, Herbert 

Booth, Herbert 

Braund, Francis Harold 

swam 3g Richard Henry 

Brook, Charles Herbert 

Careless, Archibald Lindsay 

pass ea Charles James 
i Percival 

Chubb, Everard 

Church, Frank Tandy 

Cohen, David 

Cole, Frank 

Corsellis, George Cmsar 

Craig, Gilfrid Gordon 

Crowther, Nelson 

Davis, Charles Henry 

Deighton, Francis John 


ei Thomas 


Ellis, Alfred 
Epton, Robert 
Fowler, Ernest Clive 
Freeman, Henry Stonhewer 
, Arthur Harold 
Gill, John H , B.A. 
Gould, 
Graham, John Twynholm 
Gray, Charles Haddon 
Green, James Ernest 
Griffiths, Rowland Edward 
Ham , Arthur Samuel 
Godfrey John 
Harston, John Scott 


, Walter Richard 
Hone, Span a 
Hope, ey Herbert 
Howell, William Gough 
Huntley, Frederick 
Ibberson, William 

Inman, Arthur 

Tsaacs, Moses Hyman 
James, Sivard 

Johnson, Arthur George, B.A. 
Jones, Gwilym 

Jones, John Frederick 


Thomason, B.A. 


Jones, John Thomas 

Kennett, Gilbert Buttler 
Lavington, Henry Hugh 
Lightfoot, John Prideaux Weston 
Lloyd, Howard, B.A. 

Lloyd, Joseph 

Lumsden, Thomas 

Marten, Frank Richard 

Merrick, William 

Milton, James Clymo 

Misken, Alfred Hills, B.A. 
Money, John Ernle 

Munro, Robert Meikle 

Osborne, Charles Henry William 
Othen, John 

Overend, Erasmus 

Pomery, George Joseph 

Poore, Roger Alvin 

Pritchard, John Richard 
Redfern, Francis Thomas 
Redfern, Tom 

Reid, William Allan 

Richards, John Thomas 
Ricketts, Neville Ewart 
Robinson, Lewis Watson 
Robson, John Walter 

Rundle, Wilfred Charles, B.A. 
Rutherford, Charles Randall, M.A. 
Sampson, Frank 

Scott, Roderick Mackenzie 
Shawe, William Albert 

Simpson, Clement Pearson, B.A. 
Smith, Kenelm Henry Hallett 
Snow, Onslow John 

Snowden, John Clarke 

Stobie, James 

Stokes, Arthur John Lawley 
Stutfield, Ernest Alfred Burgoyne 
Symes, Thomas Cecil 

Talbot, Arthur Bass 

Tempest, Walter 

Templeman, Basil 

Thomas, Guillim Ilid 
Thompson, John Charles Peace, B.A. 
Thomson, Thomas Weldon 
Toller, John Cyril, B.A. 
Tomkins, Frank Oliphant 
Tonks, Osmond 

Toone, Charles William 
Twentyman, Henry Nicholson 
Vickery, James Valentine 
Watts, Edmund Linton 
Wilkinson, Surtees George, B.A. 
Wilson, Cyril Raynold, B.A. 
Winch, Richard Bluett, B.A. 
Withers, Robert Johnstone 
Woodhouse, Joe 

Worrall, ‘Frank 

Wright, Charles William 
Young, Edward Little 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
at the intermediate examination held on the 24th of January, 


1895 :— 
Armitage, William James, B.A® 
hibald Harry 


Bailey, Arc 
Bennett, Charles Oatle 
Berry, Herbert John, B.A. 


Bond, Cyril, B.A. 

Bowman, Paget John Merriman 
Broadbent, Charles Maurice Arnaud 
Brook, Arthur King, B.A. 


Brown, Henry Waudley 

Bruty, William Glynes, B.A. 
Chetwood, Alfred Stephen 
Clark, Douglas Ariel 

Clegg, Charles William 

Clogg, William Edgar 

Collins, Archibald Edward, B.A. 
Cox, William Frederick 
Crombie, Walter Leslie 


Davies, Thomas John 
Davis, Hyam 
Dayrell, Gerald Marmaduke de 
Langport 

Dobell, Robert Horace William 
Donisthorpe, Anderson de Aula 
Egle, Christopher John 

* pher Jo 
Ells. Charles Conway 
Elwell, Harold 
Evans, John Owen Griffith Pugh 
Everington, Edgar Armstrong, B.A. 
Evill, Charles Ariel 
Field, Frank Osbaldiston 
Flood, Edgar Henry 
Franklin, Francis 
Frith, William Alfred 
Gaunt, Ernest Joseph 
Goodger, Henry jam, B.A. 
Grant, James Hamilton 
Greaves, Cyril Darnton 
Greenwood, Harold 
Gregson, Alfred Henry 
Greville-Smith, Frederic Charles 
Hager, Charles Richard 
Harris, Henry Blackwell, B.A. 
Harrison, John Carter, B.A. 
Hill, Henry Lawrence Noel, B.A. 
Hope, William Henry 
Hughes, John Henry Glynne 
Johnson, Frederick = 
King, Charles Kirwan, M.A. 
Langworthy, Geoffrey Parker 
Larcome, Albert James 


Mitchell, James 
Moon, Richard Horace 
Mordle, Percy 
Morrell, George Henry 
Morris, Percy William 
Moxey, Harold 
Mumford, Harry George 
Musker, Henry 
Nelson, Richard 
Northmore, John 
Parez, Adrian Hubert 
Parker, George Granville 
Parkin, Walter Reginald 
Pawsey, Ralph Frederick 
Payne, John Herbert 
Pomery, Arthur Connor 
Pope, William Rushton 
Powell, Alfred 
Prance, Frederick Arthur, B.A. 
Press, Frederick John 
Preston, Cecil Evans 
Pridham, Cecil Fell 
Pym, George 
Reade, Henry Lister 

, William 


Riley, Edward 

Roe, James Caulfield, B.A. 
Shakespeare, Percy 

Shaw, John Vincent 

Smith, Algernon John Durham, M.A, 
Smith- Marriott, Charles Ernest, B.A, 
Spencely, Hugh Despencer 
Square, Sydney Elliot 

Stevens, Frank Herron 

Stringer, Henry William 

Surtees, William 

Sutton, George 

Talboys, Harold Ivo 

Tarbet, William Henry 

Taylor, Frank William 

Taylor, Gilbert John 

Thompson, Robert 

Tytheridge, Cecil Walter Langford 
Upton, Archer Robert 

Vaizey, Francis Arthur, B.A. 
Vernon, James Edmund Hardy 


Leadley-Brown, John Boschetti, B.A. Watson, Henry Armstrong 


Livesey, Arthur James 

Livesey, Walter Burrow 

Martyn, Thomas Edward 
Matthews, Harold 

May, William Edward Southcomb 
Menneer, Sidney Charles 
Metcalfe, Reginald 


Wei, Wah on, B.A. 
Whittington, Henry Baxter 
Wilkinson, Claud 

Williams, Henry Percival 
Wilson, John 

Winterbotham, Hubert Frederic 
Wolverson, John Dudley 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Pass EXAMINATION. 
The following resolutions have been passed by the council :— 


1. ‘* That students be allowed to be examined for a pass certificate in 
the subject of Roman Law, and in the subject of Constitutional Law and 
Legal History, or in either of such subjects separately from other subjects, 
at any time at which students are examined for pass, on giving notice in 


writing to their respective Inns one week before the examination is held.” 


2. ‘* That students who present themselves for examination and whose 
papers show that they had no reasonable expectation of passing, may be 
ordered not to be admitted for examination again, until the expiration of 


such time as the council may direct.”’ 


(Signed) 


Narut. Linpiey, Chairman. 


Council Chamber, Lincoln’s Inn Hall, 4th February. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
BiacksuRn Law Srupents’ Socrery.—On the 23rd of January a debate 


was held under the presidency of Mr. F. U. Lewis. 
the subject for debate :—‘‘ Smith is first mortgagee of Whiteacre for 


£1,000. Brown is second mortgagee of the same property for £750. 


Smith purchases the 


uity of redemption from the mortgagor. 


There- 


upon Brown contends that the title deeds belong to him. Are his conten- 


tions correct ?’’ 


Mr. Hindle, for Brown, said that Smith’s montane 


became merged on the purchase of the equity of redemption. Mr. T. 
Backhouse contended, on behalf of Smith, that, unless there is some 


intention to merge shewn, the presumption is the other way, and that the 
case of Toulmin v. Steere cannot now be considered as a binding oe 


Messrs. Cooper, Hand, and Marsden also spoke. The chairman 
summed up at some length, the question was decided in the affirmative by 
a small majority. There was a good attendance. 

On the 3lst of January a joint meeting of the members of the Black- 
burn and Bolton Law Students’ Societies, numbering about thirty mem- 


bers, met at the Town Hall, Blackburn, under the p 





Malam Brothers, clerk to the Blackburn Borough Magistrates 
debate took place upon a point of conveyancing law of some local interest, * 


of Mr. 
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which was stated as follows :—‘“‘A., who & ths eguieitle dulae at a 
building estate in Lancashire, the legal estate in which is outstanding 
a bare trustee whose consent cannot be obtained, sells, under an open 
contract, a portion of it to B., and proposes to enter into certain covenants 
as s the user and nonuser of the remainder of the land, and which 
not be enforced against a purchaser without notice. B. 

to indorse a memorandum of the conveyance and of the covenants 
a principal title deed which is in the possession of A. A. 
he enforce specific performance whilst refusing?’? Mr. Pheasant and Mr. 
Hayward (Bolton), of the Bolton society, opened the debate ot the 
mative, and were followed by Mr. F. Hindle, F age Laggan gay 
mies | eg of the Blackburn society, in 

ted discussion, lasting for over two hours, ne c summed up 

the ioenaeie. and gave his decision in favour of the affirmative. The 
members afterwards dined together at the Old Bull Hotel under the 
chairmanship of Mr. Brothers. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Wit11am Epwarp Oxeaver, J of 
the Supreme Court of the Turks and Caicos Islands, West Indies, in his 
thirty-seventh year. He was called to the bar in 1883. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Hutrron Guy, solicitor, of Tavistock-chambers, Nottingham, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


D1ssoLvrions. 


Juuan Treeenna Bipputpx Arnotp and Epwim Hiucas, solicitors 
(Keighley, Arnold, & Higgs), Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Jan 31. 

Auzert Vicror Hammonp and Tuomas Hersert Beprorp, solicitors 
(Hammond & Bedford), Bradford. Jan. 31. The said Albert Victor 
Hammond will continue to carry on the said business. [Gazette, Feb. 8. 

Hersert Anmstronc and Witraip Austin CoGHian, solicitors, 

Jan. 23. Each partner will practise on his own account. 

Joun Buytue Rosson and Groner Arruur Roxrson, solicitors (Robin- 

son & Son), Beverley. Jan. 31. [ Gazette, Feb. 12. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Soricrrors or other persons having any knowledge of any Will or tes- 
tamentary document made by Mr. Atrrep Henry Sarru, late of Messrs. 
Hoares’, 37, Fleet-street, and 295, Regent-street (who died at iers on 
the 24th January last), are requested to communicate immediately with 
Messrs. Hoare, or Mr. W. H. Jamieson, Outer Temple, solicitor. 





GENERAL, 


The Lord Chanceller introduced in the House of Lords on Monday a 
Bill relating to the taxation of costs under the Lands Clauses Acts, and 
also a Bill to amend the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, and the 
Bills were read a first time. 


Mr. Justice Bruce has appointed Mr. W. P. Dowding his princi 
clerk, in succession to Mr. Styles, who has retired in consequence of ill- 
health. Mr. Dowding was clerk for many years to the late Sir Charles 
Butt, President of the Probate Division. 


Sir Albert Rollit has introduced Bills to amend the Companies Acts as 
to the registration of debentures and other matters ; to amend the law 
of libel ; to amend the Trustee Act, 1893, in regard to the investment of 
trast and other funds ; and to amend the’ Borough Funds Act, 1872. 


A correspondent of the 7imes says that it is practically settled between 
the Couv «i! of Education and the benchers of the four Inns of 
Court that ie public shall be admitted to the lectures of the various pro- 
fessors of law and equity which are delivered every term at one of the 
Inns of Court in rotation. The present series are bemg given at Gray’s- 
inn, It is not anticipated, however, that this permission will come into 
operation until the next law term, about the end of April next. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that the first appearance on we yee the 
Lord Chief Justice in that capacity was at the Westmoreland A 
Appleby, when his lordship received the congratulations of the full bar. 
Lord Russell, in acknowledgment, alluded to his connection with the 
Northern Circuit, and stated that it was with pleasure that he had 
been enabled to choose this circuit in which to make his first capes y 
in his judicial capacity. He fully realized the responsibilities of 

tion, and no one would strive more earnestly than he to discharge omer 
responsibility. 


Wakrnine To inrenpine Hovse Purcwassrs AND LessExs. ig soe ray 
chasing or renting a house have the Sani 

by an Expert from The Sanitary E 

65, Victoria-street, 


Co. (Carter meal, 
Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
(Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 











COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Reoisrrans rm ATrexpanoe on) 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Currrr. Norra. 
Mr. Ward Mr, 
Pemberton 


2 
& 


Mr. Justice ag 
Clowes Lavie 
Gower, ow 











Subscriptions are invited for the West London prabing Co. ( 
capital £2,000,000, divided in £20 
50,000 5 per cent. cumulative 
£1,000,000, 25,000 ordinary shares of £20 
cent. cumulative preference £20 
will be o on the 19th inst., and close on the 
the 21st for the country. 
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The applications for £500,000 Birmingham Corporation 3 Cent. 
Stock lvuanel to £1,363,750, at prices from £107 to F105 (the 
minimum), Tenders at £105 18s. 6d. will ve about 15 per ‘-—_ 


the amount applied perf dep tcc ay? oy ag allotted in full. 
average price obtained for the stock is £106 ° 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Convene. .—Feb. 12, at 3, 9, Schuyn-queiees, Cambridge, the wife of Gordon Campbell, 


~at-Law, ofa 

Cieaver.—Jan. 9, at pe ee wife of William Edward Cleaver, M.A., Barrister, 
Middle Temple, and Judge of the Supreme Court of the Turks and Caicos Islands’ 

W.L, of a daughter. 

Oe. e 13, 2 A Feemegeort, N., the wife of Arthur W. Groser, Barrister- 
iW, 


MARRIAGES. 
Barr—Epeson.—Feb. 9. teamed Church, Streatham, Frederick Horatio Barr, of 
Fee a einlicibor, te eka ene. alien daughter of J. RB. Edeson, ar chy rosin 
boty a hn —Feb. by the Rev. Canon Thorn, Alot Bey 
Thorn, Solici' of George Fy Aston-Pudsey, 
DEATHS. 


B -—Feb. 17, William Willes Braith- 
‘waite, only child of Richard Hale Doaltinaite of Lesde Boliction 
FarsHrie.p. Fix 8, at his residence, Kidbrooke Park, East Grinstead, Henry Ray 


5) ee taementy of Bash-beltings, Lenten, and of the solicitors to 
the Bask of Euginad” aged wr 





Oxp anp Rare Fire Insurance gay. &c., wanted to —— cy 
ro ag .—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
[Apvr 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuwar, Feb. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep in CHancery. 


agent Gear Co, lanes Creditors are on or before March 10, to send their 
addresses, and particulars of or claims, to Thomas Frederick 
Wild, 5, Broad st avenue 


East Tinpury Tam, ae: palin bem Co, 
March 23, 


before 

claims, to Sidasy G otal Geet Be 
slam to dey George 

Epwarp Humpuaies, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, 
heard on Feb 20. Dove & Great George st, keane dana 
Notice of appearing must reach not later 


be heart on SS Arthur Tabor, 15, Abchurch Cannon st, solr for 
‘ee Notice of must reach the abovenamed not later than six o’clock 
in the afternoon of the day of Feb 
Tas Tpeenn sasenas Cotontat Sywpicats, Linrrep—Creditors are on or before 
the te of March to cont ee Geet on ae —— 
Say, Austin Prins, solse for the ; . aren, 
Ww In 8 Liarrep—Creditors on or the 26th of March 
to nnd their heir names and eddremes, ead the tt dae slainae, to Wan 
Steed so tie Thomas ot solr for 
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FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
Susrenpep ror Tarex Monrss. 


Cetyxen Cottiery Cotiiers’ anp by 8 Sicx awp Fowgerat Fonp Society, Beau- 
fort Arms Inn, Newbri Moun. 
Jacon’s Suxitrer Lopes, Bull’s Head Tr in Shareshill, Wolverhampton. Jan 29 


Loyrat Inpvustry Loves, Coach and Horses Inn, Jubbergate, York. Jan 29 
Present Revrer Lopate, Victoria Inn, Dewsbury, York. Jan 29 
Sr. Tuomas Mvurvat Bexerir Socrery, 93, Mill st, Liverpool. Jan 30 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 12. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHancery. 


Prestox Davies Tyre anv Vatve Co, Limirep—Petn for winding u resented Feb 8, 
yy ape be heard Feb 20 Rundle & Hobrow, Portland House, asinghall st, solors 
or the Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six 
phe the afternoon of Feb 19 


Saprumes axp Runies or Stam, Linrrep (1 war ge are required, on or 
‘ore 23, to send their names and ad , and particulars of their debts and 
claims, to Charles Henry Weatherley, 14, George st, Mansion House 
Suir Overpa Company, Limirep (1x ~~ pieatinn) “ee are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Chaplin & Co, 3, 8t Michael’s alley, Cornhill Cooke, Copthall bldgs, solor 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Gentiemen’s Servants’ Mutvat Ap Association Society, 24, Connaught st Feb 2 
Lonpox Mutvat Sickness Accipent anv Buriat Socrery, 2, Bloomfield st Feb 9 


SusrenpeD ror Tures Moxrus. 
7 | Trapve Lopar, Gotpen Fierce, Corporation Inn, Corporation st, Halifax 


eb 5 

sy Harry Home Lopez, Odd Fellows’ Club, Scholes st, Oldham, Lancaster 
eb 5 

— Cuaret Benerit Society, Reeve Mission buildings, East st, Manchester sq 
eb 5 P 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 5. 
Atrorp, Euty Francis, Taunton March 5 Reed & Cook, Taunton 
Bzavmont, Exrity Barner, Brighton March 5 Ford, Brighton 
Baapiey, Eouvnp W111, Liverpool, Stock Broker March1 Forshaw & Hawkins, 
Brooxs, Eee, Brighouse March 31 Wilson, Mirfield 
Cant, Jonx, Hexham Feb28 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Cuavacner, Wi11.1am Frepericx, Worthing, Printer March 12 Verrall, Worthing 
Curr, Samunzt, Clapton March 14 Gush & Co, Finsbury cir 
Duyxnam, Wiii1am, Leytonstone, Merchant March4 Young & Sons, Mark lane 
Eppowss, Groner, Farmer March 18 Hughes, Shrewsbury 
Evans, Tuomas, Birkenhead, JP March 15 Reinhardt, Birkenhead 
Perais, Geoncr, Chippenham Feb 28 Wood & Awdry, Chippenham 
Forer, Exiza, 8t Leonards March1 Steavenson & Couldwell, Gracechurch st 
Fosrzr, Wi11.14m Ricsy, Nottingham Maril5 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 
Garpiner, Witutam Avrrep, Clerk March5 Linklaters & Co, Walbrook 
Goopa.., Jaxz, Melbourne June 30 Browne & Son, Nottingham 
Harvey, Josian Peart, Kidderminster, Miller Maré Ivens & Morton, Kidderminster 
Heatn, Mary, Clapham rd Mar9 AR & H Steele, College hill 
Hempstep, Roszrt,Somersham Mari Watts, St Ives 
Joxns, Tuomas Huan, Liwynygroes, Medical Student Mari Phillips, Llandovery 
Joxes, Wit114m, Birmingham, Bootmaker March 30 Shute & Swinson, Birmingham 
Kernay, Jonx, Bramley March 15 Jones & Co, Leeds 
LeaTuart, Cuartes Grorcr, Ladbroke Groverd March5 Want & Co, Westminster 
McDovaut, Mary Anx, Harlesden March 25 Bremridge & Luke, Exeter 
Monnz1s, Tuomas, Swansea, Engine Driver March 2 Valentine Jones, Swansea 
Mortimer, Huon Lennox, Bush lane March5 Patersons & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Pooiz, Joszrn, Bradford, Upholsterer Feb 21 Newton 
Pors, Jonas Wit114m, Christchurch March 1 Gardner & Herbert, Newport, Mon 
Rusu, Exiza, Florist Feb15 Friend & Beal, Exeter 
Sxviriz, Sauver, Ashton under Lyne, Cotton Spinner March 9 Tweedale & Co, 
Suzruerp, Arrnur Jamuus, Edgware rd, Licensed Victualler March 25 Adams & 
Bf Long Acre 
Sreruex, Sanan Witeerronce, 8t Leonards Feb 28 Tweed & Co 
Swarver, Danizt,Farmer Feb 20 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 
Swinscor, Frorence May Starker, Nottingham March 15 Martin &Sons,N ottingham 
Swixscoz, Hangizt, Nottingham March 15 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 
Syaxp, Henry Joux, Liverpool, Pawnbroker March 10 Mason & Co, Liverpool 
Tuomas, Letitia, Tonna, Glam March5 Davies, Neath 
Wasser, Cuanres Frevenicx, Bloomsbury March 19 Carter, Basinghall st 
‘Wesravr, Eowanzp, Little Parndon, Miller Mari Pakeman, Bucklersbury 
Wires, Gronex Inwis, Sth Eaton pl Mar15 Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wor, Herex, Camdenrd Mari2 Young & Co, Essex st 
Woorrox, Tuomas Cuaron, Enfield Mari Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq 


Waienst, Sanan Axx Durrox, Birmingham Mar 19 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 





London Gazette.—Fuinay, Feb. 8. 
Bett, Saran, Salisbury March 1 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
as = Jounx Avaustvus Sueit, Hardingstone, Esq Jan 26 Gosling & Co, Suffolk pl, 


Buiscoz, Hyurox, Lieut Col March 31 Sewell & Maugham 

Carz, Ayx, Southampton March4 Lamport, Southampton 

Cuampers, Many Ans, Lancaster March 10 Holden & Co, Lancaster 

Coorgr, Jzssiz, Thornton Heath March 4 Peacock & Goddard, Gray’s inn 

Craven, Jonas, Manchester March 16 Crofton & Co, Manchester 

Crarren, Saran, Chelsfield March 30 Martin & Co, Guildhall 

Dawes, Henry, Worthing March25 Holmes, Worthing 

FirzGrerap, Sir Gzratp Ricuarp Darton March 21 Carlisle & Co, Newsq 

Ga.Loway, James Jony, Carmarthen, Coal Merchant Feb 28 Walters, Carmarthen 

Gisporye, Ciara, Derby Feb 25 Taylor & Co, Derby 

Green, Amos, Netherfield, York, Yeoman March 11 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, 
Penistone 


auamse, Wi.1a4n, Stockton on Tees, Jeweller March 19 Faber & Co, Stockton on 
‘ees 
Hevearr, Sir Faepericx Wii114m, Baronet, Bellarena March6 Upton & Co, Austin 


Heywoop, Saran, Manchester March 25 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Hicuam, Georcz Lascerzes, Eastbourne, Esq Mar 25 Gedge & Co, Westminster 
Hopeerrs, Margaret, Capenhurst Mar26 Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 
Lewis, W11114M, Bristol Mar5 Bowles, Bristol 

Lister, Cuartes, Lymm, Esq Marié Crofton & Co, Manchester 

Macrix, Martin, Bayswater, MD Mar20 Caprons & Co, Conduit st 

Marment, Mary, Rumney, Mon Feb 23 Lewis, Cardiff 

Marruews, Gzorce Leonarp, Henbury March 9 Osborne & Co, Bristol 

Mixts, Samvet, Rochdale, Draper March12 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
Mussoy, Joszrn, Liverpool, Merchant March 23 Woodburn & Holme, Liverpool 
Newron, Wiit14m, Catford Hill March 5 Hamilton Field, Basinghall st 
Oxepex, Karuarine Euma Parry, St George’srd March 31 Bircham & Co, Parliament 


street 
Psvenet, Marie Tuerese, New York Aprilé Lyne & Hol , Gt Winchester st 
Pitxinetox, Joun Marrinscrorrt, Manchester, Umbrella Manufacturer March 381 
Wake & Sons, Sheffield 
Pircarey, ae Marup, Englefield Green March 15 Freshfields & Williams, 
Povan, Exiza Marchi11 Letts & Brothers, Bartlett’s bldgs 
Quintay, Wii114m Duysar, Gresham House March 23 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
Roserts, Exiza, Greenwich March 16 Saw & Son, Queen Victoria st 
Sasteepann Cuar.es Gripen, Manchester, Toy Dealer March 30 Diggles & Ogden, 


Suirn, unasuse, South Tottenham March 25 Keighley & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Saurrs, Wit114M, Long Ditton March8 Paice & Cross, Furnival’s inn 

Swiae, Samven, Southport March 13 Buck & Co, Southport 

Tomum, Tuomas Gzorcr, Tysoe, Farmer Feb 27 Fortescue & Sons, Banbury 

VegtTu 2 J Navuyton Heyer, Old Broad st, Stockbroker March 30 Vertue, New 
Von Devrect, Benxmano, Budapest, Merchant March 9 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing 
Wreen. Groras, Exeter Feb 22 Orchard, Exeter 

Wiixinson, Marrua, Yeadon Feb25 Lister & Co, Wakefield 

Wiuramson, Groaaina Louisa, South Kensington March 15 Hempsons, King st 
Winter, Tuomas, Claypath, Gent March4 Mawson, Durham 


London Gazette—Turspay, Feb. 12. 


Buanpy, 2 fansne Ronenen, Shepherd’s Bush, Doctor Marll Marshall & Marshall, Lin 
coln’s inn 
Burton, Cuartes Tertius, Feltham Mar25 Faithfull & Owen, Victoria st 


Cuampens, Evizasets, Bracebridge Mar 13 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Cuessuire, Jonn, Edgbaston, Esq Mar25 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Cox, Gzorncz James, Cheltenham, Surveyor Mari15 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Day, Gzorcx, Birmingham Mar 31 Crosskey & Fordham, Birmingham 

Dopps, Epwaxrp, Gateshead, Joiner April1 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Dunsrorp, W11114M Jouy, St Budeaux, Innkeeper April 7 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Dyer, Joun, Bermondsey, Confectioner March1 Andrew & Co, Gt James st 

Fawcett, Isazetia, Leeds March 16 Dyson, Leeds 

Hat, Epwarp, apten upon Hull, Bootmaker April 30 Middlemiss & Pearce, King- 
Jeunins, Foun, Abaston, Colliery Manager March11 Thomas, Aberdare 

Kwow es, Joun Atsacer, Erdington March 25 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Kxow es, Bensamin, Birmingham March 25 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Kyowtzs, Carey, Erdington March 25 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Laycock, Joux, Worsley, Merchant March 30 Doyle & Bowden, Manchester 
Mawriexp, James, Leeds March 30 Edmondson, Wakefield 

Newman, Exizasers Mizanpa, Chelsea March 31 Drake & Co, Rood lane 

Pater, Arruur Tuomas, Weston super Mare, Gent March 25 Smith & Sons, Weston 
Pataun, Bupaaseet, E Dulwich Aprilil James & James, Ely pl, Holborn 

Porrie, Mary, Highgate March 20 Jacob, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Proctor, Timoruy, Newcastle upon Tyne, Innkeeper March 9 Arnott & Co, Newcastle 
mane 3 Puiuir, Crawley March 25 Chapman & Co, Cavendish sq 

Smrsoy, James Witu1am, Surbiton March 16 Bellringer & Cunliffe, Liverpool 
Tuorsurn, Louisa Tuory, Liverpool March 25 Duncan & Son, Liverpool 

Turner, Moses, Rochdale,Gent March 18 Standring, Rochdale 





Water, Wit11am George Cotesrooxs, Tufnell Park March 14 Champion & Sons, 
Ironmonger lane - 4 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, Feb. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apxix, Joux Ty Apple Farm Bailiff Burton on 
Trent Pet Feb Ord x 


Batt, Tomas, Devechin ‘Diamond Tool Maker 
Coventry Pet Feb 4. Und Feb 

Buaxe, Exnest Isaac, Leicester, ‘Tailor Leicester Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Bioxuam, Tazopore Harry, Nuneaton, Saddler Coventry 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Burret, Wiriu1am Dracas, Matlock, Fruit Merchant 
Derby Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Evrtox, Witt1am, Miller Coventry Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 


Coorsr, Jouy, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Daveutery, Downer, Pulborough, Farmer Brighton Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Devenrees A. ea Oldham, Tailor Oldham Pet Feb 
6 

Dicxersox, James, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb & 

Dix, + ee Ves Weston m super Mare, Tobacconist 
Bridgw: Feb 6 Ord Feb6é 

Eppy, 5 ay’ Newer Abbot, Furniture Dealer Exeter 

Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

AR Hexzy, Handsworth, Builder Sheffield Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Sean, R,  B, jun, Tottenham, Butcher Edmonton Pet Jan 4 


4 
garmin, M, Fleet, Builder Guildford Pet Jan22 Ord 
Hart, Joux, Brighton, Fishmonger Brighton Pet Jan 
17 OrdFeb4 
Harrer, Evwarp, Ilkeston, Grocer Derby Pet Feb 5 
Ord Feb 5 


Heruerinoroyx, Ropgrt Brows, Crosby on Eden, Inn- 
keeper lisle Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Howmes, Joun, and Witt1am Henry Jowett, Blackpool, 
Joiners Preston Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
-—"C a, Ss Dullingham, Farmer Cambridge Pet 
Fel 


Jongs, MancaRer * Tuomas Jones, Margam, Farmers 
a Feb Ord Feb 4 tees 
‘ONES, 1Lu1amM, Upper n , @ urer 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 a ean d 

Lewis, ALpert Owex, Ton Tee hee Linen Draper 
Pontypridd Pet Jan22 Ord Feb 

Lewis, ged Swansea, Grocer | SR Pet Feb 4 

eb4 

Lixewoop, F, Lower Clapton, Bead Importer High Court 
Pet Jan@i Ord Feb 6 

Lorgrox, Louis G, Mark a Wine Agent High Court Pet 
Jan19 Ord Feb6é 

Lucas, ArnTuuR ~~ yy Tristram, Swansea, Auctioneer 
Swansea Pet F 

Moreay, a ~y, King’s 's Cross, Cycle Manufacturer High 

Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Feb 6 

Murray, | ob Tuomsox, Manchester, Accountant 
Manchester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Nicxatus, Aice, Norwich, Shopkeeper Norwich Pet Feb 
6 Ord Febé 

Paynter, Henny, Curdiff, Stationer Cardiff Pet Feb 2 
Ord Feb 2 


Pearson, Jonny, Stockton on Tees, Coach Maker Stockton 
on Tees Pet Jan30 Ord Feb 5 

PLaypeLt, Wares, 2 Turf Accountant High 
Court Pet Dec 17 Feb 6 

Puiiuirs, Henry Lovis, Gontt Hornsey High Court Pet 
Jan3 Ord Febé6 

Pratt, Tuomas Goopr, Wollaston, Riveter Northampton 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Rusasy, Wiut14m, Marton, Butcher Lincoln Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 4 

Suiru, James, ng be! oe Timber Merchant Ayles- 
bury Pet Fe 

om peor Bangor, Auctioneer Bangor Pet Feb 

6 


Taxtorn, Freperick Jor Upper Kennington lane 
as Victualler h Court Pet Tob 4 Ord 


arto, Altofts, na Wakefield Pet Feb 


Tuoxegr, Hexray Aurrep Cocks, known as Henry Alfred 
Gost, Uxbridge, Rope Manufacturer Windsor Pet 
an 
Trevor, tog Heway, ME yh Schoolmaster Chel- 
tenham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 
Wane, Ws Latkes Greengrocer * pontypridd Pet Feb 4 


Waricnrt, a Peapsoy, Rednal, Farmer Birmingham 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Wmens, Witu1ax, and Jos Wricut, Anstey, Boot Manu- 
facturers Leicester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

prenase, Da Franz, by Fy, rd, Beershop Keeper High Court 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 29th Jan. :— 
McAustanp, Henry ALExanpeR Srvuazt, Bristol Bristol 

Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apxix, Jonw Epuunxp, Farm Bailiff Feb 16 at 11.45 Off 
Ree, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Basziey, Jurta is Loum, High Barnet, Boot Dealer Feb 15 
at3 Off Rec, 95, Tempie ‘aakee Temple avenue 

Bans, Teens, Coventry, Diamond Tool Maker Feb 18 at 

11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Batiarp, Wuassm. Farnborough, Carriage Builder Fab 

15 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 





Bay.is, Taomas, Cardiff, Clerk Feb 18 at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 


— Heway, Bradford, Grocer Feb 18 at 11 Of 


i, Manor row, Bradford i 


pte, Berge ty Later Feb 18 at 12.30 
Leicester 


* Done Sfansy, Nu yd Saddler Feb 18 
at 12:30 Off Ree 17, Hertford 


Buuxpett, 8 Geechee Feb 15 at 3.30 
Off Ree, goeapomegh hagempabyeee 
ih Besar 1.30 

t Merchant 


Boycott, Wiiu1am Epwarp, Weston 
Feb 16 at 11 bi cha 


Brooxs, Bexsamix, Blackburn, 


Bourret, Wittiam Dnracas, Matlock, F 
Feb 15 at 2 30 On Ban ee aes, Der 


Catpwe.t, Heyry Matcoum, sq Feb 15 at 12 
EPHEN, Ruel Farmer Feb 15 


Cuaitrexpex, Dante. 
at 9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Can’ ry 
Eppy, Sa noun Abbot, Dealer Feb 19 at 11 


13, circus, 
Epwarps, 9, ace st; Oni Baker Feb 18 atii.30 Of 
Extpzr, Roperr. Builders’ neg, Some eat Feb 19 
at’3 Off Rec. 35, 8, Viet st Liverpod 
Gary, Henry, Kilburn, Gent 15 at 11 Bankruptcy 


Hr auligs, Carey 9, Fa pe re Mon, ag mf fa Je Pad 


18 at 12.30 
Mon 


Howes, Jony, and Wiuiam Henry ovrees, Blac 
Builders Feb 22 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, Cha 


Howe, Cuartzs Joux, New ct, Solicitor Feb 15 at 2.30 
Bankru; bldgs, st 

Hunt, Atseet Grorct, Hanley, Lit hic Artist Feb 
19 at 11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle 


Coleford, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 
Off Reo, Gloucester Bank aabee, Newport, 


Jamuzs, Henry Taomas, Wolverhampton, Hay Dealer Feb 
19 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
JONES, on ye ae Carnarvon, Shoemaker Feb 15 at 12 
pt chmbrs, Chester 
Laxawoop, Cuanes, Lowestoft, Wheelwright Feb 16 at 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
ae. Fraxcis, podem beh Boot Dealer Feb 15 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 74, New! ‘st, Scarborough 
Maexvs, Oscar Iseatt, , Grocer Feb 18 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
Nive, CHarves, ah dg Corn Factor Feb 18 at li 
Colmore 


Hustisr, Gores 
18 at 12 


23, row, Birmingham 
Parxixson, Frep, Leeds, Commission Agent Feb 18 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
Pizrce, WALTER, es Plumber Feb 22 at 10.40 


si 5 ag y een Salford Priors, Farmer Feb 15 
at 12.15 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

suena: Gerorcs Guy Basineron, Sheerness, Lieutenant 
Feb 15 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junc, High st, Ports- 


weer Sauve Nottingham, Horse Dealer Feb 15 
at 12 hee, 2k deenalie catinn, Dou by 

SumMerui.1, Oa Ree, £ Wolverhampton, Merchant Feb 19 at 
11.80 Off Rec, Wol 

Tawney, Harry Ricuarp, Plumstead, Builder Feb 15 at 
12 24, Railway app, 

Tuompsox, Henny Hannis, Sedgley, Clerk Feb 15 at 10.30 
Of Rec, Dudley 


bien Km Hewny, Dudley, Licensed Victualler Feb 15 


Warient, tent and Jos Waicurt, Anstey, Boot Manu- 
facturers Feb 15 at 12.30 Off’ Reo, 1, Berridge st, 


The Sioutes omended wii Tan rpg 8 for that pub- 

. —- > ee Seas Sereoes ™ eb 5:— 

ROCKMAN, mace Epuonp, Ramsgate, Eating house 
Keeper Feb 18at8 72, High st, Ramsgate Feb 15 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apxty, Joun heyy A Farm Bailiff Burton on 
Trent Pet Feb 4 On eet’ 
Balzey, ‘aon Louisa, High Rientl, Boot Dea’er Barnet 
B Pet Jen 4 may » Southend, Coal Merchant 
ARTLETT, Eowin Henry, 
Court’ Pet Jan 17 Ord Feb 4 ~— 
Buaxe, Eanest Isaac, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb 4 


B.ioxuam, Tazopore Harry, Naneaton, Saddler Coven- 

B ty Bee 4 pay ney Brighton, Company P. 

UCKLEY, Joun Hewry Granam, TG 
moter High Court Pet Oct 22 ‘Ord Yanai 


an 

Burnett, Witt1am Daracas, Matlock, Fruit Merchant 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Coventry Pet Feb4 Ord 


ono te Roum me Roce, 3 Ruckinge, Farmer, Canter- 

coor, Gu a s; Bournemouth, Tobacconist Poole Pet 

Coorgr, Joux, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Feb 6’ Ord Feb 6 


Cork, Washcaue Hexry, St John’s Wood, Grocer High 
me Court a 29 RB ! Feb 4 Be, 
vontery, Dowx«: borough, Farmer 
Tred 4 Ord Feb 5° — 
Davesrort, Witt14m, Oldham, Tailor Oldham Pet Feb 
6 Ord Febs 


Dickerson, ws Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt Yarmouth 
D y tents wW. 4, Mare, Tobacconist 
1x, Josepaus Wate: 
ee r Pat Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 
x, Joun, Newton Abbot, Furniture Dealer Exeter 
woke Ones Builder Sheffield Pet 
ENRY 5 
Feb4 Ord Feb5 
Gang, ere Kilburn, Gent High Court Pet Jan 4 
Hatrer, Epwan~, Iikeston, Grocer Derby Pet Feb 5 
Ord Feb 5 


Burrow, Witi1am, Coventry 
Feb4 





separ ake Bey og 


Joszrs, Dullingham, Cambridge Pet 
sa tehg Ord Feb 6 ea eae 
ARET, 
Neath Ord Feb 4 5; Ord Feb 4 


re"Bangor Pa Peet Ord feb te eprint: ¢ 


taeda com, 3 Linen Draper Ponty- 
Pet Jan 21 
Lewis, Writtam, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Feb 4 


4 
Lu Agruue Swansea, Auctioneer 
CBtaaee Pet Feb a Ord Boba 
Grocer High Court Pet 





Srewarr Ps are Chiswick, Gent 
as sousra, Bangor, Bangor Pet Feb 
Tavsen, Semwets Bricklayer Wakefield Pet Feb4 Ord 


Trevoi by Os ap Ag Schoolmaster Chel- 
tenham Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

Ware, Jounx Bassani, 
8 Ord Feb 

Wattows, Jonx Bartow, Eccleshall, Miller Stafford 


W romeg! 2 at 1 Acute, Cheiteosigher Pont 
ILLE u1aM, T y- 
ida’ Pet Feb 4 Bel Feet 





Waionut, Wii11am, and Jos Waicrt, , Boot Manu- 
s facturers lee ca, Be Feb 5 5 
hea tO 
London Gasette.—Toxspar, Feb. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banners, Waseem, Pig Yorks, Butcher Scarborough 


Bitsy, Caartey Canvos, Suton, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
‘ ay Sap ae te Dnt 
IRLEY, SAMUEL 

Febs Ord Feb 8 


Cannio, Taos 1; La Clerk Bir- 
. Pet 
Custos, Guanes D Paint Merchant Derby 


step Tuouas Davin, Haltg, Builder Brentford Pet 

F C D, Central Soaetein ieee Bye 
Court bet dan 21 “Ord 

nL, Brietley Hill Stourbridge 


ene Tuomas Samu: 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Febs” 
— Pet dan Ord ieee Balter Newcastle on 


ag X Goopwnr, a , Tonkeeper 
Chelmsford 4. Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 
Govupiz, Rosert Simpson, Haverstock Hill, Vie- 


Gnaves, Eowanp, and — one Lambeth, Grocers 
Gray, Old Broad st High Court Pet Jan 18 


J Glousester, Bootmaker 
é ari! ‘Ord’ Feb 7 

Ropexrt ILL Blaenau 
°“Portmadoc Pet Feb) Ord Feb 9 — 


Kesyow, Witttam J. Leeds, Corn Factor Leeds Pet 
Fee Oikos 


Lawn, Eppes, Been, Butcher Worcester 


Moen Pais Odeo 
Brentwood, Builder 


Chelmsford Pet 


















o 
> 






















THE SOLICITORS’ ON 


keb, 16, 1895. 





¥, , Builder Wakefield Pet 
8 
amy ~~ ee Flour Dealer Warrington 
Pairrs, ALBXAxNDER pl Liverpool, Teacher of Music 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
Roserrs, Wiii1am Hoivoswonrsa, Leeds, Insurance Agent 
Leeds Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Rotre, Water, ~ ‘ reenattnte Farmer Canterbury Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb 
Royie, Witiia™ aa, Manchester, Commission Agent 
Manchester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Sauspers, Doveras, Christchurch, Builder Poole Pet 
Jani4 Ord Jan 28 
sett ons, Dalston, Cumbrid, Joiner Carlisle Pet Feb 
oS EL, b= Notts, Farmer Nottingham Pet 
7 Feb 7 
mt. Erurzam, Loughborough, Milkseller 
Snr Nioeater Pet Fedo Ord Feb 
Srevensox, Cuantes, Hoxton, Wine Seller High Court 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Tuomas, Patriz Aprtina, Pontypridd, Widow Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Wanrney, Jouy ro. Fruiterer Burton on Trent 
Ww Pet Fob oe ond a Cradl Heath, F Deal 
ESTWOOD, "ee one ey ea! ruit er 
Dudley Pet Feb4 | Ord Feb 6 
whee Wiutiam, Gt Ayton, Miller Stockton on Tees 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
— Eowagp Joun W1i.14M, Monkwell st, Warehouse- 
High Court Pet Jan22 Ord Feb7 
led notice is substituted for that pub- 
18: — 


amend 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 
Waire, Jonx Bexsaury, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asutox, Tuouas, Tonypandy, Boot Dealer Feb 19 at 3 Off 


5 ny! Tydfil 
ae ee Ww, Coal Merchant Feb 20 at 12 
Leste Bridge 


Beewirt, Jaun Janse Moose, Liverpool, Surgeon Feb 20 at 3 


Biackwett, ‘ca Witrram, and Wituiam Janes 
Mawonrtt, Stirchley, Builders Feb 20 atii Off Rec, 


W: 
Baows, Tuomas, Commission Agent Feb 20 at 11 Off 
Ree, Park row, Leeds 


Burrox, ee Allesiey, oad Feb 18 at 11.45 Off 
on token 


Ree, 17 
BurTver, Samu ter Feb 21 at 10.15 
Page en Friar st, Beading, Carpen 


Cc AYLOR, whe don, € Oilman Feb 22 at 11.30 
a app, London Bridge 


Cuaxton, CHaR.es, Paint Y Merchant Feb 20 at 3 
C J SB iemale tatien, De Tb Off Ree, 
RAN AMES, ten! eb 19 at 12. 
Bt Peter's Church ‘walk, Nottingham 
Dimenr, poo Lg ae Farmer Feb 20 at 11.90 Off Ree, 


5a, Taunton 
Epmowps, an. Charing Cross, Licensed Victual'er 
Feb19at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, ‘Garey st 
ers, Grorcz, Brynawel, Glam Miner Feb 20 
at3 Off , Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Greg, Zeomee 2 Jou, Newcastle on Tyne, Auctioneer 
ps eb aoat 12.30 . Ca Pink lane, Newcastle on T 4 
nove, Witiiam, Tu a 
Hereford 


at, 

Hi Hewry Sreraestoy Old Jewry, Printer Feb 20 at 
Carey st 

Han ee keston, Grocer Febi9at12 Off Rec, 

724 Bow chmbrs, Derby 

HomAS, Burnley, Tailor Feb 20 at 

, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hors-Hosxres, Hevena, High ea Advertising Agent 

st 
ee Wiis, seen none lane. Wine Gauger Feb 19 at 
Hust, Hazey, in pm ont Feb 20 at 11 Bank- 


Jit Jos Dullingham, Farmer Feb 27 at 2.30 
White Hart Hotel. N iege 


‘armer eb19at10 2, 


Seaseteee eeer 
. Newmar. 
Joxzs, T B, Mile End ~ Draper Feb 20at 2.90 Bank- 
at 
R, panties jin: D pole 
Feb 19at12 Crypt chmbrs, nte row, Chi 
Ke.ssy, Evwix Hopsox, Blackpool, Fish Dealer ea peb 22 
at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
lana F, Lower Clapton, Bead Importer Feb 20 at 
Laremay, Sxicuvyp, Swansea, Agent Feb 19 
at 12 Off Ree, 31, ym Pee gp mee P 
Lazws.iys, Rictarp, Bram: Abbotts, Gardener Feb 
19 at 10° 2, Offa st, Hex 
Agrnue Sruckciey Taistram, Swansea, Auctioneer 
2 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Munazar, Joszru Tuousox, Manchester, Chartered A 
countant Feb 21 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Nickauus, Auics, Norwich, Sho Feb 23 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, — 
ee Faepericn, Leeds Feb 20 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park 
Own, Yoms, Hereford, Wheel t Feb 19 at 10 2, 
a. 8 a Fi Feb 
Panxer, Wine, Swan orley, Farmer 
23 at 12 "OM Ree. &. Ki 5 SE on : . 
ormsey 20 at 2.30 
I 1, Baker Feb 20 at 11.90 Of 
Pare, Walcal : 


18, 8 








Perronarp, ALBERT Eetesme, —s Army Tator 
Feb 21 at 11.30 Queen’s Hall 


Rusasy, Wi11am, Marton, B an vay 28 at ot if Off 
Ree, Lincoln 
Savuxpers, Dove.as, Christchurch, Builder Feb 19 at 12 
tel Hotel, Poole 
Boot Salesmah Feb 28 at 


ILLIAM, 

11.30 Off Rec, 149, st, 

THywissex, Francis, Deigs row, Commission Agent 
Feb2i at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Trevor, Witt14m Heney, O , Schoolmaster March 
14at11.15 County Court bldgs,, Chelterham 

Wartkiys, Jonx Craru Grosmont, Mon, Innkeeper 


Feb 19 at 10 2, Offa 
Wue.as, Josern, » Feb 19 at1l Off Rec, 
Wenn Bax J ly, Draper Feb 28 at 11.0 
TLu1AMs, Evan Reg im men per Fel a! 
ai 2, a 
Witus, Hasan , Corn Dealer Feb 20 at 3 
Off Rec, 8; 


ZouaBaum, ee rt , Beersbop Keeper Feb 21 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ANDREAE, Fae Fulham, Electrical Engineer High 
Court Feb2 Ord Feb7 
Batt, Revs Coventry, Diamond Tool Maker Coventry 
B Fe srr, Wiustan, Fle Yorks, Butcher f&carborough 
ABNETT, ao ley, Yor! a lc ug! 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb7 
Bitsy, Cuantey Carzos, Suton, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
Bisiey, Samve. ty <y Long Eaton, Lacemaker Derby 
Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 
meee. CHARLES, Gent High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord 
me...i] Eryest Epwarp, Hopton, Suffolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Feb7 Ord 
Cuaxtoyx, Cuaries, Derby, Paint Merchant Derby Pet 
Feb 7 Ord Feb7 
Cay, Geeta Frepericx, Kimberley, Plumber Notting- 
ham Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 
a Taomas, Abingdon, Farmer Oxford Pet Oct 19 
Jec 10 


Sroxes, 


we, Tuomas Samugy, Brierley Hill Stourbridge 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Gissox, James, Todmorden, Tailor Burnley Pet Jan 8 
Ord Feb 7 


Gitrittan, Wittram, South Shields, Builder Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Jan24 Ord Feb9 

Gut, Wititam, Cardiff, Auctioneer Cardiff Pet Jan 15 
Ord 7» 4 6 @ 

Gooc i, TEWARD OODWI Trea! Innak r 

elmsford Pet Feb5- Ord ne ~— 
Graves, Epwarp, and Joux Bycrave, Lambeth, Grocer 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Greencrove, Atrrep, Staplehurst, Farmer Maidstone 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb7 

Mati Hexry Creranapor, Old Jewry, Printer High 

6 


uri 
Hamgeowsn Dupiexy Assert, Bexhill, Major 
bet June 21 Ord Feb 6 ant 
phe. ge Henry a Old Broad st High Court 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Feb 
Jenkins, Frepericx aE Gloucester, Bootmaker 
J = Ro eng Blesone Postini Quarryma 
ones, Rossrr WIM, % n 
Portmadoc Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 9 i 
Ketsey, Eowix Hossoy, B » Fish Dealer Preston 
Pet Jan7 Ord Feb9 
Kenyox, Witt1am James, Leeds, Corn Factor Leeds Pet 


Feb8 Ord Feb8 
Lewis, Hexsert, Belbroughton, Butcher Worcester Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 


McAustayp, Henry Avexayper Srvazt, Bristol Bristol 
Pet Jani0 Ord Feb7 

MoCiertax, Samcrt, Blackburn, Commission Agent 
Blackburn Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Steaees — Ryde, Contractor Ryde Pet Jan 24 

aaa. _ a Brentwood, Builder Chelmsford Pet 

Feb4 Ord Feb4 
Neat, a Sete Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol PetJan24 Ord 


Newron, Sees, Sete, Plumber Manchester Pet 

eb 

Parker, Georocz, Hemsworth, Builder Wakefield Pet 
Febs Ord Feb8 

Pewntnotox, James, Latchford, Flour Dealer Warring- 
ton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Pov: ly Jouyx, TF Kent, Builder Greenwich Pet Dee 11 


Paatr, Cuanie es Arruur, Salford Priors, Farmer War- 
wick Pet Jan24 Ord Febs 
Roseats, Witt1am Hotpswortn, Leeds, Insurance Agent 
met —, Pet n Willeaborewgh s id 
LFE, WALTsR, es ‘armer terbury 
PetFeb7 Ord Feb7 ; 
Royiz, Witt1am_Craic, Manchester, Commission Agent 
Manchester Pet 4 7 Ord Feb 7 
So Dalston, Builder Carlisle Pet Feb 8 Ord 
Simmonps, Jaurs, Salisbury, [ronmon Balisb Pet 
an AEE AERE sean, Seoye selegini 
ms, Samus, Pet 
Feb 7 Ord Feb 7 
Suita, Tomas Epuram, , Milk Seller 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Fe 
Sorre.t, Josern, Tendring, Wiceer Colchester Pet Jan 
26 Ord Feb7 
Sreverson, Cuanves, Hoxton, Retailer of Wines High 
Court ‘Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb7 
Sroxes, Witu1am, Chatham, Boot Salesman Rochester 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
ae | er. Keighley, Auctioneer Bradford Pet 
an 
TaYior my yey Ken wm, TAngnnay Pieeailes 
Pet Feb 4 Ord 
Taomas, Pattie Avevixa, Pontypridd, Widow Ponts- 
pridd Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 





TiEpeMaNn, demons Foss JoacHim Faaxz, Old Kent rd, Gro , 
Warrey Jous, Newhall, Fruiterer Burton on Trent Put) 


Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Westwoop, Jzeremran, Cradley Heath, Licensed Victualler. 3 
Pet F eb 5 


eb4 Ord 
Wiixixsox, Witi1am, Gt Ayton, Miller Stockton on Tea 
w Pet ig Ont Pt i ; 
1uLt1ams, Evan Josern, Lianelly, per Carmarthay © 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb6 % 
SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Feb. 20. *r1r- Epwiw Fox & Bovsrietp, at the Mart, 

and Leasehold 


E.C., o’clock, 
lasulinsoened it, this week, page 2). a 
———— 


All letters intended for publication im the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. ; 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which én 7 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Poste 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, i” wrapper, | 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ JouRWAL, | 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound” 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 4 











—= 
SOLICITOR, Admitted 3008, MA. of 





d n = a 
with 


CARETAKER in Offices or Chambers, 


s 
A ae and Daughter seeks Situation as above, 
any canbe high trust; honest, trustworthy, and rd 
yo Ee recommended a — Oirenten 
cook if — Address, L., ; 


ly aNe 


THE PROVIDENT CLERKS’ & GENERAL GUARANTEE 
ASSOOIATION, LIMITED. ; 
CAPITAL £100,000. 


| ‘The above Association ISSUES BONDS for TRUSTE! 
in BANKRUPTCY, RECEIVERS and LIQUIDATORS ia 
CHANG CERY, and for all GOVE RAMEN ot omme 


A ts in which aes uired 
mere voky Forms of Proposal, on re ation. 
61, Coleman-street, E.C. H. B. BRAIN, Secretary. 


———— 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL xaysvrance come 
toarev. FIRE. 


E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
; £300,000. 








£1,500, 
E. COZENS SMITH, p 
General Manager, — 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, © 
LIMITED 


(Estasiisuzpv 1828), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real 

Property, and Life eee cod Iate Solan 

bee Money upon = So Securities.—_17, King’s An 
Coleman-street, . 





2 : 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ade 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT a 

Be ee ener Sapeie, See ) 

ROBES FOR ninaiia COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. ~ 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, To 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Olergy Go 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


Law Wi 








CoE ee Ws Pst ORALLY» 





